hies Cu uA. 


1 Jon ii. 23. Wh 
ath nit the Father” 
Son bath the Father al 


I— — — — 5 
Ll 
f Py 
Py / 
/ 
* 
— 
* 
\ 
: . — . 
| A * ” * , 
| 4 oo 
* = . 


1 
8 IE * 
| © * \ o * as 
| - LE. . 3 A \ 
| : . — 7 4 
5 92 K 14 
Py 4 ** 1 „ po 
| : 
| = - 1 1 4 
: . YH | 
* w A \ 
| x R : 4 3 


4 — a 

Ti. N af 4 4 ; 

\ «/:, & ' - 
1 
5 : j 
% 
: 
; ' : 
| ; 
4 * 
F 
>, 
| * 
| O . | 
* 
b * 
y 


eAm ſenſible this ſmall 
Performance labours un- 
der ſeveral Defetts both 
as to Diſtinctneſs in 
handling Jo difficult and 
myſterious a Subject, and 
as to the Stile and Ex- 
preſſion, which perhaps 
15 | is not ſo adapted to ſome 
nice Taſtes, and ſo may undergo the ſevere 
1 Cenſares of ſome, who would have the young 
| Man Abſalom gently dealt with. 
AI have to ſay, That I hope that they 
2 who are hearty Friends to the Doctrine of 
tis Church will overlook theſe Defects, if the 
Matter pleaſe, and be ag recable to them; and 


for 


1 
[| 
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iv PREFACE. 
thing 


- 


chiſms. SO, 
I can in ſome Meaſure of Siuterity affirm, 
That my Deſign in this was, the vindicating 
the great Fundamental Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, and thereby the Glory of our Redeemer, 
who is the very ſame Supreme God ayer all, 
with the Father, bleſſed for ever, as well-as 
true Man, which I concerve to be undermined 
by Profeſſor Simſon' Doctrine upon this 
Head. f | 

If this ſmall Performance may be bleſſed 
Z the Lord for this End ; ſo as in any Mea- 


ure to defend our common Doctrine, aud to 


diſcover the contrary and dangerous Errors, 


I have my End and all the Reward I propoſed 


to my ſelf. 


* 


For ou ht I am ſenſible of, I have vented 0. 1 
= what is agreeable to the Scriptures, | 


and our Confeſſion of Faith and - Cate- | 
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C H AP. 5 
Some ner Conſiderations 


&-the Lord ſhall 
— 2 3 108 ider the Pamph- 
* * ut, entitled, Profeſſor Sim- 
n' Caſe, we ſhall ſhortly 
premiſe ſome Things. And 
indeed here is ſpecial Need 
dot the Light and Direct ion 
of the Hoty Spirit, in con- 
ſſdering ſuch a myſterious 
and awtul Subject for as 
| Men ave very ready to go wrong here, ſo an Error 
upon this Head is moſt dangerous. 
Hrſt, We premiſe, That as the myſterious Do- 
leine of the Trinity, or of Three Perſons in One and 


7 the 
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2 
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of Wirnefſes; taken by the Reverend warn of 


2 : 
the ſame God head, could never have been known, had 


it not been revealed in theScriptures of Truth; ſo we 
are to regulate our Conceptions thereof by the Word. 
The wort is as clearly revealed in the Word, as 
any Thing can be; though the 7 4&7! will re- 
main a Myſtery, while we are in this imperfe& State; 
and therefore, as tis above our Reaſon in this im- 
perfect State, fo it can neither be explained nor re- 
futed by Reaſon, becauſe theſe Axioms that hold in 
created Things, cannot be applied to an infinite 
Subject, ſuch as is the Divine Eſſence. Yea it muſt 
be owned, that our Reaſon, ſuch as it is, Can raiſe 
as great Objections againſt ſeveral of the eſſential 
Properties of the Godhead, and yet we muſt not 
yield to them, becauſe theſe Eſſential Properties are 


* . 
EAR, me nes EO 7 


not only clearly revealed, but tar greater Abſurdiries | 


would follow. | 

2dly, Conſequently here we are only to conſi- 
der the r, not the Jr, the Thing not the 
Manner how, for could Reafon comprehend that, 
it ſhould be no longer a Myſtery. 

zaly, We are to prove the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, tor Profeffor Simſon profeſſ:th to own that 
Doctrine as contained in our Confeſſion of Faith; but 
only whether what he hat delivered thereupon, be 
agreeable to the Scriptures and Cunfeſſion of Faith. 

athly, We are not to conſider what he loudly 
complains of in the Presbytery of Glaſgow their Con- 
duct in this Matter, with Reference to him. The 


| Members from that Reverend Fresbytery did ſuffici- 


ently juſtify their Conduct before the late Venerable 

Aſſembly, and were approved and commended for 

their Con duct by that Aſſembly. N | 
5thly, We deſign not to conſider the Depoſitions 


792 


Glaſgow, in Reference to this Affair, either as ta 
what hath been found cenſurablc and proven by the 


late Venerable Aſſembly, or remains yet to be con- 


ſidered by their Committee, in order to be laid be- 
fore the next Aſſembly. We are only to conſider 
his Letter to the Presbytery, and what he bath gi- 
yen in under his Hand in his own Defence, where 
he. can have no Obj:&ion, as he pretended to have 
againſt ſeveral of the Witneſſes. ; 
Only we ſhall ſer down what Articles the late 4 
ſembly did find cenſurable and proven, ſo far as they 
went, becauſe every one that may read this Pamph- 
let, may perhaps not have the Acts of Aſſembly 
at Hand. 5 4 
1990, The Aſſembly found cenſurable, - as alſo 
proven, the Profeſſor's denying the Neceſ/ary-ex- 
2 of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt in teaching his 
Scholars. ; | i 
2dly, They alſo found this Propoſition cenſurable 
and proven, vi. Profeſſor Simſon's teaching his 
Scholars that the Neceſſary exiſtence of out Lord Jeſus 
Chiiſt was a Thing we know at 3 
A Third Propoſition they found relevant, was, 
the Profeſſor's teaching, as his own Opinion, that 
the Three Perſons of the Trinity, are not to be ſaid 
to be Numerically One in Subſtance and Eſſence, But 
by - reaſon that the Aſſembly roſe, they could not 
confider/ the Proof thereof; however I judge it ſhall 
not need much Proof, for in his Detences he expreſly 


-affirms it once and again. See the Index of the 


printed A &s of the {laſt A ſſembly. 


6 hy, The Profeſſor's long and tedious Anſwers 


may juſtly give ground to ſuſpe& his Soundneſs, for 


it had been caſy ſor him to have delivered his Mind, 


' nnd anfveered-the Six Queſtions. propoſed to bin i 


ſelf ta 


late Reverend Mr Webſter, anno 1747 ' nid 
- "re 


( ) 

a few plain Words, which? would have look d more 
like Cando 

thy. 'Th ordinary for Hereticks to take with the 
one Hand, what they ſeem to give with the other 
Hand; ſo he ſeems 3 to ſpeak orthodoxly, 
but preſently he overturns all by his common Di 
tinction, he every where advanceth as his laſt Re- 
fuge, vz. the Son is Self exiftent, il it do not take 
in the 2 ſonal Property of the Father. Now he him- 

Self-exiftence in a negative Senſe, in which 

Senſe every Body underſtands it, when applicd to 
God eſſentially conſidered, nor indeed can it be tak- 
en in another Senie ; ſo that 'tis plain he a&s not 
candidly, bur ſecks to cover himſelt under the Sha- 
dow of this Diſtinction. 5 

8:hly, Tis to be noticed the Authors Profeſſor 
Simon cites are generally Arminian Divines of the 
Church ot England, who are violent Enemies to the 
Poctrine of this Church, and ſo of all the reformed 


Churches, as is to be ſeen in Doctor Waterland's 


Preface to his Queries defended, which one would 
think ſhould weaken their Authority in this Matter; 
they affirm ſuch Things in defending this Doctrine, 
vi That Self exiſtence is the perſonal Property of 
the Father, and ſo belongs not to the Son, that the 
Father is God in a more eminent Senſe than the Son 


er Holy Ghoſt, that the Son is Subordinate to the 
| Father? as ſeems rather to betray this Doctrine to 
] Arians ; ; for, i I believed theſe Things, that the 
Son is not Se exiſtent, is God in a leſs eminent 


Senſe than the Father, Ec. 1 could not believe him 


to be God at all, but an exalted Creature. 


9thly, Had he been remoyed from the Profeſſor” O 
Chair, when the Debate was betwixt him and the 
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have ſaved this Church much Trouble and Dan- 
ger by the leavening and corrupting a young Mini- 


One would think that ſuch Propofitions advanced 


by him in his Anſwers to Mr. Hebſter, deſerved De- 


poſition as that Salvation is infallibly connected 


"with moral Serionſneſs, and that tis as much in a 
Man's Power to be morally ſerious,as tis in a Man's 


Power to chooſe his own Barber ; and that Adam's 
Sin is no more imputed to his Puſterity, then a Noble- 
man's Rebellion is imputed to his Children. So alſo 


. as to Chriſt's imputed Righteouſneſs ; and that *tis 
Faith as including Obedience that juſtifies us; and 


that natural Reaſon is equally the Rule of revealed 


Religion with the Scriptures. Did ever any main- 


tain that, but an Arian, Socinian or Arminian ? 


Can he be ſuppoſed to believe the Doctrine of our 
Confeſſion of Faith that maintains this? 


I wiſh that they who then ſo zealouſly laboured 
to keep his Head whole at that Time, may not ſec 


Cauſe to repent of their patronizing him, when 
they obſerve what Miſchief he hath already done, 
and is yet like to do more, if not removed from the 


Profeſſor's Chair. All the Harm he hath done to 


this Church lies at their Door. Tis my Concern 


for Truth makes me ſpeak ſo plain. 


% 


rothly, *Tis reported that he glories he hath the 


ableſt Miniſters in this Church on his Side: How 


true I know not. As alſo that a ou many. young 
Students, yea, and ſome” Miniſters 
on Company, do juſtify * Mr. Simſon's Doctrine, 


among their 


and condemn the late Aſſembly as raſh for cenſuring 


him; As alſo thati the Non: ſubſcribers, both in 
England and Ireland, are on his Side, and wait- 
ing earneſtly for the final Iſſue of this Aflair; be- 


4 3 ſides, 
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8 
ſides, tis talk d that he was much cajoled by the 
Miniſte s of that Way, while in England. All which 
are ſad Prognoſticks of the Ruin of the Doctrine of 


this Church, if God in his kind Providence do not 


prevent it. 

11thly, The Subtilty and Diſingenuity of the 
Modern Arians is to be obſerved, for they will not 
call the Son plainly a mere Creature. They ſee that 
1s too blunt, and will not go down with many ; 
and yet they will not own him to be equally Self- 
exiſtent with the Father, nor to be the abſolutely 
Supreme God, but Inierior and Subordinate to the 


Father; and yet to hide their Poiſon, they'll own 


him to be the great God, yea they aſcribe the Crea- 
tion to him, Eternity, Omnipotency, and Divine 
Worſhip, in what Senſe ; tis caſy to judge, far in the 
ſame, i. e. a limited Senſe, they may alſo aſcribe 
Self-exiftence to him. Bur ſure every Thing that 
hath Being, is either God (and Gods, tis own'd, 
there is, there can be but One) or a Creature; now 
Arians will not own that he is the ſame Numerical 
God with the Father, theretore he muſt he a mere 
Creature, as all other Creatures are. I wiſh they, 
and any in this Church, who are of their Way, 
would ſpeak their Minds freely; for Truth needs no 
Shelters. g 

In a Word, whatever Side the Truth be upon, 
there muſt be a fundamental and dangerous Error 
on the other Side; for if the Son be not the 
ſame equally Self exiſtent God with the Father, if 
he be not the Supreme and Moſt High God, in the 
ſame Senſe and Perfect ion in which the Father is, if 
he be not the only true God, in the ſame Senſe and 
Perfection in which the Father is, if he be not e- 
qually Nece/arily-exiftent and Independent as the 4 
FRY | h ther 
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ther is, then certainly we who own and believe theſe 
Things do err fundamentally, in aſcribing theſe high 
Perfections to the Son, which agree not to him in 
the hig beſt, but a lower Senſe. On the other Hand, 
tis as Sa, if they do belong to the Son, that 
thereby they who do deny the foreſaid Perfections to 
belong to the Son, do err fundamentally; for ttis 
plain thereby they make him an inferior God, and 
what is an inferior God but a mere Creature, though 
exalted never ſo high above the common Rank of 
the reſt of the Creatures. 


nen, 


CH A p. II. 


. REMARKS upon Profeſſor F Me 
SON?*s Firſt Letter to oe Reverend Pres- 


bytery of Glaſgow, dated March 24. 1726. 


Firſt, N that Letter, he ſays, © That in explain- 

1 © ing Mark Medilia, upon the Article 
« of the Trinity, he found ſeveral Miſtakes, which 
«© he had Reaſon to correct, by what is more clcar- 
« ly contained in our Confe 4 ron 2. Faith.” 

Gow as to this, it would haye given more Light, 
had the Profeſſor, in his Letter, condeſcended upon 
Markius his Miſtakes and Errors, as to the Doctrine 
of the Trinity ; then we ſhould have known where to 
find him. It ſeems according to the Profeſſor, chat 
Markius is not ſound in this fundamental Point, and 
contradicts our Confeſſion of Faith. I with' he had 
pointed at his Errors. I have read his Medulla on 
that Head, and can obſerve nothing wherein he dif- 


fers from our Confeſſion, or; ſrom what is delivered 
4 upon 


8 

upon this Head in our common Syftems ; ſo that tis 
r condemns Martius as unſound upon this 

Head. | 
But this is of a Piece, with his ſaying frequently 
on other Points of Divinity, Hallucinatur Markivs, 
as was known in the Debate betwixt the late Reve- 
rend Mr. Webſter and him ; ſo that according to 
him, Markius is unſound in more Points ot Do- 
Arine than one; . which ſhews that the Profeſſor him- 
ſelf is unſound. I do not think that Markius or any 
Divine is in allible, yet I am ſure he teacheth no- 
thing but the common Doctrines of the reformed 

Churches. a 
Is it becauſe he teacheth, that all the Perſons in 
the Godhead are equal in Honour and that the Son 
is the true ſupreme and independent God, or ure, 
as he ſpeaks in that Chap. I wiſh he had pointed 
at the Particulars whercin he is miſtaken. 

Lay, He ſays, That the Notion and Character 
ce of the true God, whercby he is diſtinguiſhed from 
all {alſe Gods, which he taught his Students, was 
ce firſt his being the Creator of the World, whereby 
r he makes known to Man and all reaſonable; Crea- 
ec tures, his eternal Power and Godhead. adi, 
That being the Creator of the World, he becomes 
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his being a Creator and. Governour, tor, Reine 
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he became a Creator, but he was from Eternity 


a Spirit. Infinite Unchangeable, &c. and this gives 
a diſt incter Notion of God. is true he menti- 
ons theſe afterwards, but then why does he not 
bring them in, in his Deſcription of God? Sure 
in this he keeps not expreſſy by the Cunfeſſion of 
Faith. -2dly, "Tis true, that his being a Creator 
and ſupreme Governour of the World, is in Scrip- 
ture given as the Character of the True God; but yet 
he was God, a Spirit, Iuſiuite, &c. long before he 
was a Creator or Governour of the World, even 
from Eternity, P/al. xc. v. 2. Now a Deſcrip- 
tion of God ſhould agree to him frac ever he was 
God, i e. from Eternity. 3dly, * Tis known that 
the Arians aſcribs the Creation of the World to 
the Son, while yet they deny him to be the True 


and Supreme God, and fo retuſe our Arguments 


4a" LM. an. 


ten by, or proceeding from another, is 
with his being Self-exiſtent, as do allo many 


drawn from the Creation to prove him to be the 
True and Supreme God: For they ſay that the 
Son: was created long before this World, and that 
by him God made this World: So tnat, in this 
he ſymbolizeth with Arians, and differs only from 
Doctor Clark, who founds the Notion of God in 
ſpiritual Domination, to which Mr. Simſon adds 


that of being a Creator. 


3a), He fays, © That the Father's Perſonal Pro- 
A perty, viz. his being of Noue, nor being: * 
the 


c 


4 *--Authors affirm: So that, as the Father hath 
nat only Life: in himſelf, but hath it from Nene; 


| *fo? the Father in begetting his only Son, hath 


from Eternity communicated to him all the Pi- 
dime Perfections ch ich ne hath originally in him- 


ſelt, and that for that End he did cite Fob v. 
| e * 36. 


LES 


ro 

0426. which as it proves that the Son hath Life in 
* himſelf, ſo it proves that he hath that Life from 
« the Father.” He ſays alſo, That the ſame 
% Divinity that is originally in the Father, is eter- 
* nally communicated to the Son and to the Holy 
« Ghoſt.” | 

Now here we obſerve, firſt, That he makes the 
Father's being of None, and being begotten of Nene, 
to be the ſame with Self-exiſtence, and ſo Self-ex- 
iſtence to be the Perſonal Property of the Father. 
This ſeems to be ſtrange and dangerous Doctrine; 
who theſe Authors are he does not tell here, yet 
afterwards he names ſome, for none of the Authors 
he cites ſay ſo exprefly. I believe few Authors but 
- Arian, and ſome Arminian Divines, make Self- 
exiſtence the Perſonal Property of the Father: I 
with he had kept by our Confe//ion and Catechiſms, 
which have nothing of Self-exiſtence being the 
Perſonal Property of the Father, or of that being 
the ſame with Being of None, which I am ſure he 
does not here. Zo 

2dly, He owns, That the Father did from Eter- 
nity communicate the Divine Perfections to the Son. 
Hence I ask, Whether Self-exiſtence be a Divine 
Perfection? It it be, then Sejf-exiftence is not the 
Perſonal Property of the Father. To deny S 
exiſtence to be a Divine Perfection of the God- 
head, is palpably groſs, and what even Socinians 


will not aſſert, and is contrary to Scripture and 
our Confeſſion of Faith; which Chap. ii. & 2. ſays, 
hat God bath all Life and Glory in and of him- 
ſelf. &c. And the Larger Catechiſm ſays, That 
God is a Spirit in and of himſelf, infinite in bis ors © 

0 
that 


8. Sure if any Thing be Self-exiſtent, this is; 
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that Self-exiſtence cannot be the Perſonal Property 


of the Father. 

zaly, As to the Scripture he adduces to prove 
that Self-exiſtence is the Perſonal Property of rhe 
Father, viz. Fo. v. 26. becauſe there tis (aid, That 


as the Father bath Life in himſelf, ſo hath be gi- 


en to the Son to have Life in himſelf. 1 Remark, 
i/?, It ſeems the Proteſſor takes the Father's giving 


the Son to have Life in himſelf, to be the ſame with 


Self-exiſtence, which he makes the Perſonal Proper- 
ty of the Father; or to prove Self- exiſtence to be 
the Father's Perſonal Property, in which Senſe I 
believe none underſtand it but Arians and Socini- 
ans. 2dly, Very found Interpreters underſtand it 
of the Son as Mediator, as do the Annotator Pool 
upon that Verſe, and ſeems to be confirmed. from 


v. 28. where tis ſaid And hatb given him Au- 


I 
— 


thority to execute Judgment, becauſe be is the Son 
of May. 3dly, Granting it be meaned of the Son 


as the Second Perſon, it proves the clean contrary ; 
| for to have Life in himſelf, and in the ſame Per- 
ſection that the Father hath (for ſo the Words, 


(t and ſo) 
with Self-exiſtexce, tis obvious, that the Son is 


in che Text point out) be the ſame 


no leſs Self rent than the Father, for I know 
not what elſe Self-exiſftence is, if to have Life in 


- 4 bimſelf, and in the ſame Perfection the Father hath, 
be not Self exiſtence. I ſee he founds the Strength 
' + of what he affirms upon that Expreſſion (the Fa- 
ther bath 2 &c.) But this only points out the 
Order o | 
not that Self- exiſtence is the Perſonal Property of 
the Father, which the other Words in the Verſe 
{contradi&, telling us that the Son hath Life in 


unf, and in the ſame Perfection the Father hath, 


Subſiſtence, as all ſound Divines own, 


which 


"4 0 
which could not be, G Self Shen were the Per- 
ſonal Property of the Father. = 

4thly, He ſays the Divinity (or rather Deity, 
for the Socinians call Chriſt a Divine Perſon, and 
yet deny him to be the Supreme Gd) is original- | 
iy in the Father, &c. Now this is an Expreſſion, 
which for my Part I do not like, though uſed by 
ſeverals; as alſo, that the Father is the Fountain 
of the Deity. Markius in that Chapter about the 
Trinity. calls it an harſh Expreſſion, for tis an Ex- 
preſſion liable to be taken hold of and improven by 
Arians. Tis plain, the Deity can have no Foun- 
"tain or Original, but is as it were itſelf the Fountain, 
being, if we may ſo ſpeak in ſuch an awful and tre- 
mendous Myſtery, ſuppoſed to the Three Perſonal 
Properties; for our Confeſſion tells us, That in the 0 
| Godhead there are Three Perſons. 2dly, The Ex- 
preſſion ſeems to inter an Inequality in the Son to 
the Father, for it is a greater Glory to the Father 1 
to have the Deity originally in himſelf, than to the 
Son to have the 5355 from the Father, as the Ori- 
gine thereof. But certainly every one of the Three 
glorious Perſons, hath it in the ſame Perfection and 
Glory, ſeeing all of them are one and the ſame God 
equally, naturally, and from Eternity. But I with 
that ſome would be more modeſt in this awful My- | 
' ſtery, for I perceive we are ready to run upon 
dangerous Rocks, and would forbear ſuch Terms as 
give an Handle to Arians ; I think it is ſafelyer be- 
lieved than explained. — 5 | 
Aby, In his Letter, he ſays, He read to the 
« Students what Biſhop Pearſon, an approv'd Au- 
cc thor, hath concerning the Perſonal Properties of 
„ rhe Father and the Son, in his Expoſition upon 
ve the Creed.“ rad FO” | 
n | But, 


as as — *— 2 8 F 
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( 13 ) | 
But, frft, I ſuppoſe, that Profeſſor Markius is ab 


| approven an Author as Biſhop Pearſon, with whom 


yet he finds Fault on this Head. Whether he be 
ſuch an approven Author or not, I know not; I 
with he had cited the particular Paſſages at large. 
2dly, I have ſeen what Biſhop Pearſon ſays from 


Page 35, 36, 38, Edition 11th, upon the Creed, 
| where he aſcribes an Eminency, yea, a Superemi- 
nency to the Father above the Scn and the Holy 
: Ghoſt, in regard of his Perſonal Property, and that 
in two or three Reſpects, which he there names. 
Now, whether. this be ſound Dectrine, to affirm 


one Perſon in the glorious Godhead to be more e- 
minent than another, any may judge. But this is 
certainly contrary to Scripture, our Confe//on, yea, 


and the 39 Articles, for many Engliſh Authors 
are not nice in contradicting their own Standards. 


zaly, He ſays, he recommended the whole Book to 


his Students. It ſeems, then the Profeſſor judgeth 


that the Father is more eminent, and that in ſeve- 


i- ral Reſpects than the Son and the Holy. Ghoſt, 
| which is contrary to our Confeſſiun and Catechiſins, 


which affirms; them to be equal in Power and Glo- 
Ty, &. Further, in the Places I inſpected, Bi- 
ſhop. Pear/on does not make Self.exiſtence the Per- 
ſonal Property of the Father. How the. Profeſſor 
can believe the Father to be more eminent than 
the Son, and that in ſeveral Reſpects, and yet keep 


to our Confe//ian,, which affirms them to be equal 


in Power and Glory, is what I cannot reconeile. 

Bur what we are more chiefly to conſider, is 
his making . Self-exifteuce the Perſonal Property of 
the Father, which I ſuppoſe every one will own 
to be new. and. ſtrange Doctrine in this Church. 


For frf,. He con. oumds Self- exiſteuce with the, Per» 


{onal 


(14) 
fenal Property of the Father, viz. his begetting 
the Son trum Eternity, which is as ſtrange Doctrine. 
2dly; 1 want to know if Self-exi/tence, in the moſt 
perfect Senſe, be an eſſential Property of the God- 
head. To deny this were abſurd beyond Meaſure : 
If it be, then Self-exiſtence cannot be the Perſonal 
Property of the Father. 3dly, At this Rate, there 
muſt be three Seif-exiſtences, viz. One Eſfential to 
God as God, a 2d, Peculiar to the Father as he 
begets the Son, and a 3d, Peculiar to the Father 
and the Son, as the Holy Ghoſt procceds from 
both; for, if becauſe the Father begers the Son, 
Self-exiſtence be his Property, for the ſame Reaſon 
the Son muſt alſo have a Self-exiftence not agreeing 
to the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe the Holy Ghoſt pro- 
cceds from him, as well as from the Father. What 
— Work is this? | 
ably, If Self-exiſtence be the Perſonal Property 
of the Father, then the Son is not Self-exiflent, 
But muſt be Dependent. for what is not Self-exiftent 
mult needs be Dependent ; and to aſſert one Perſon 
in the Godhead to be dependent upon another, in 
any Reſpect, is grofs and inconſiſtent with his being 
the True and Supreme God. 
Ftbiy, Self exiſtence in its Notion includes only 
what is eſſential and common to all the Three Per- 
ſons, nothing that is perſonal and relative, as is 


plain in its ordinary Uſe among ſound Divines. 
None that I know of make Self-exiftence the Per- 


ſonal Property of the Father, but Arians, Socinians, 
and ſome Enghſh Arminian Divines. 


6thly, It Self-exiftence be the Perſonal Property g 


of the Father, how can they be equal in Power and 


Glory, as our Confeſſion and Catechiſius expreſly aſſert? 
For where Self-exiFence in the moſt perfect Senſe is 


the 
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the Perſonal Property of the Father, and Selfrexi- 
ſtence only in a qualified Senſe belongs to the Son, 
any may judge, if in that Caſe they can be ſaid to 
be equal in Glory. ä Fl 

7thly, I would know if all the Perſons be equal- 
ly glorious in regard of their perſonal Properties, 
as well as in regard of their eſſential Properties; if 
they be ſo, then Self exiſtence is not the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, becauſe it is a greater Glory to 
be Self-exifFent than not to be Self-exiſtent ; if they 
are not equally glorious in regard ot their perſonal 
Glory and Properties, then they are not equal in 
Power and Glory, which is expreſly contrary to our 
Confeſſion and Catec hiſims; for it is owned among ſound 
Divines that Filius eft equalis Patri, i. e. the Son 
as Son is equal to the Father as Father; but if S- 
exiſtence be the perſonal Property of the Father, then 
the Son is not equal to the Father; for if they be not 
equal in every Reſpe&, they cannot be ſaid to be 
equal, but in a limited Senſe, which is plainly erro- 
neous. | 

Yea the Son's being equal to the Father, muſt 
be underſtood with Reference to their Perſons, and 


ſo their perſonal Properties, for as to their eſſential 


Perfections they are rather the ſame (Fo. x. v. 30. 
J and my Father are one) as having the fame numeri- 
cal Eſſence. When two Perſons are ſaid to be e- 


equal as to any Thing, it plainly ſuppoſeth that 


the Things wherein they are equal are diſt inct. 
ai, That there is a juſt Proportion of Parity be- 


twixt theſe Things. Now this is only applicable to 
them as they are diſtinct Perſons in the Godhead, 
and fo with Reference to their perſonal, Proper- 


1 ties. 


5thly, 


( 16 ) 
5thly, He ſays that all the three Perſons; in tes 
gard oi their eſſential Properties are equal: He here 


tells us not whether they are equal as to their perſonal 


Properties; but he plainly denies then atteiwards to 
be equal in this reſpe&, and aſſerted the ſame in o- 
| ly, 5% Pieg ſo that it is plain that he looks upon 

the Father's being of None and begetring the Son 
from Eternity to be a greater Glory than the Sun's 
being begotten from Eternity, from which to me; 
it is plain he does not underſtand the Terms being 
of None, and begetting the Son from Eternity in the 
ſame Senſe that Orthodox Divines do take them, 
for if he did, he would never confound them, with 


Self-exiftence. But this being the Hinge upon which | 
the Proteſſor's Scheme on this Head depends, WW 
ſhall conſider it more ſully When we come to the 
three Queries; and for my Part, if they be nnequat | 
as to their perſonal Properties, I do not ſee ho -- 
his Doctrine here can be condemned, for it is 
all built upon this Unequality as upon a Corner 


Stone. 85 
I remember to have heard a Member of the late 


Aſſembly caſt up out of Peter van Maſtriobt a Di- 
ſtinction of Aſeitas, wiz. eſſentialis & perſonalis, 
the Deſign of which, I took to be to prove that 


Self exiſtence is two old eſſential and perſonal, 


Bur firſt the General Aſſembly 1726, ordered this 
Affair to be determined by the Scriptures and our 
Confe//ion of Faith, not by what this or the other 
Divine may have written, for it is eertam ſome 


have not ſpoken ſo cautiouſly upon this Head, - nor 


as I remember does Van Maſtricht make the Sen un- 
equal to the Father as to his perſonal Property. 
2dly, If both Aſeitas eſſential and perſonal be the 
fame with Self-exiſtence, Jan Maſtricht ſeems to | 

con- 


Eg 


! | 7 } 
| eontradi& our Confeſſion of Faith - which makes 


Self-exiftence to be an eſſential Property of the 
Godhcad, and ſo not to be twofold ; ior our Confeſ- 
Chap. 2.4 2. ſays, That God (viz. eſſentially 


Lenddered) hath all Life and Glory in and of him- 


\ ſelf, and is alone in and of himſelf All-ſufficient. 
Now what is this elſe but SH exiſtence? And I 
am loth to think that Jan Maſtricht contradicts our 
| Confe of Faith. 3dly, It ſeems plain that aſei- 
tas eſſentialis is the ſame with Self-exiſftence, which is 
| a Species of Exiſtence oppoſite to a dependent Exi- 


ſtence, and that aſeitas ' perſonalis is not a diſtin 


kind of Self exiſtence, bit only a modus of that 
2 Self-exiſtence, and ſo is nothing but the Father's per- 
| ſonal Property. ꝗtbiy, Yea this aſeitas perſonalis 
| may be Tonceived to be threefold, according to the. 
Number of the Perſons in rhe glorious Godhead, 
for the Father is of himſelf as he begets the Son from 


Eternity, the Son is of himſelf as begotten of the 


Father from Eternity, and ſo the Holy Ghoſt as 
proceeding from the Father and the Son from E- 


ternity, and yet all of them equally Self-exiftent ; 


this we propoſe under Correction. 5 cbiy, For it Self- 
- JexifFence be twotold effential and perſonal, at this 


rate we may apply this Diſtin&ion to all the e- 


ſſential Properties, and fo ſay that Eternity is two- 


told, eſſential and perſonal, and fo hereby we may 
: fay that Eternity is the perſonal Preperty of the Fa- 


\ 


ther, and ſo of Omniſcience, Ubiquity, Omnipo- 


tence, Holineſs, Sc. but what ſad Work would this 


make. 


6thly, He ſays, © He took all. poſſiole Care to 


* keep cloſs to the Exprefſiuns uſed. in the Scriptures 


* and Confe///ou of Faith.” Bur any may judge. if; 
he hath done ſo, for are e per- 
A A R ſonal 
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onal. Property of the Father, and the Father's bes | 
ing che ſupreme God in a Senſe not applicable to 
the Son, Expreſſions ufcd in the Scryptionss and 
ion of Faith, 
-  gthly, He fayerh, © That all the abſurd Cent f 
e quences drawn, from what he taught upon this 
Head, may with as good Reaſon be drawn trom 
our Confeſfior of Faith, and ſo alfo charged upon 
the Compilers of the aid Confe//ion of Fuith, and 
upon all who have ſigned rhe fam, and agen; the 
cen Creed!” n | 
Bir herefir/ſt;, I e e Dockter Cin in his 
Bock alledgeth the ſame, vg. That he can prove his 
Ariun Docti ine from the Orthodox Fathers (as they 
uſe to ſpeak ) and even from the thirty nine Articles, 
and actually eſſapes ro doit by citing a 8 | 
Paſiages- out of oe Fathers for that End. 2&4, I 1 
perceive hat he aims at in our Confe 72 Chap. 
2. h 3. where the Father is ſaid co be o None, ad 
to beger_ the Son from Eternity; It is upon this he 
builds his Dœctrine, that Self-ex:/ftence is the ſierſonal 
Praperty of the Hather; and tadded it this follows 
fram-rheſe Expreſſions in the Cdnfe/ron of Faith. the 
Arians by the ſame. Reaſon may prove that the Son 
is but ia Creature ſor it tray; as well follow from the 
Father s being of None, and begett ing the Son trom 
ity; but if ſuch an Artan 0 0.dem be null, ſo 
alſo is Profeſſor, Simſon's Inrerence, gathering there- | 
from that Sei f exiſteuce is the perſonal Property of 
the Father; if theſe] Words bear the Inequality of the 
Son to the Father in any reſpe&, they will alſo | 
prove that the Son is but a Creature : But it is plain 
that theſe Expreſſions point out only the Niſtin&tion, 
Order and — of ſubſiſting among the glorious | 


TE of the Godhead yer without any Eminency in 
one 4 


5 a | 
ene Perſon above another, cr Subardinat ion of one 
to another, for the ſame Confesfion makes them to be 
equal in Power and Glory, unleſs we make the Con- 
Feſſion contradict it felt. 3dly, As to the Nicene 
Creed it ſays, The Son is God of Ged, Light of 
Light; how that proves that Self exiſtence is the 
8 Property of the Father, any may judge. 

a the Words prove the contiary, vi. that he hath 
the ſame numerical divine Eſſence with the Father, 
and ſo muſt be no leſs Sf exitent than the Father; 
the Woids of God, of Light,) plainly import a Di- 
ſtinction of Subſiſtence; but in the mean Time point 
out a pertect Equality and numerical Sameneſs of 
Nature. . 

dt hy, He grants, © It is probable he might 
© have uſed that Expreſſion, Chriftus non eft ſum- 


e mus Deus i. e. Chriſt is not the ſupreme God, or 


the moſt high God, namely, when it is uſed in the 
« greateſt Latitude, as it is uſed by ſome Authors, 
ſo as to include the perſonal Property of the Fa- 
ee ther, and that then in that Senſe it could not be 
* true, that he was the ſupreme or moſt high God; 
ce but that it it be meaned of his being the Creator 
* and Sovereign Governor of the World, or ot his eſſen- 
c tial Properties that are common to the Father and 
* the Son, he ſays, That then the Son is the ſupreme 
© God. And he ſays further That he told his Scho- 
ce lars that Pictet mani eſtly took theſe Expreſſions 
in this Senſe, accord ing to which Senſe, he ſays, 
« Pittet's Arguments, proving the Son to be the ſu- 
«© preme God, were concluſive, which, he ſays, he 
2 ian in the particular Explication of them.” 
Now here I obſerve, that he hath a peculiar Di- 
ſtinction of his own, iz. that Self-exiftence, the 


cc 


ſupreme God, Oc. may either be taken as includ- 
| B : ing 


| (30 ) 

ing the per/ont Property of the Father, or not includ- 
ing it, and by this Diſtinction, he anſwers all Ob- 
jections, and juſtifies his unſound and Arian Ex- 
preſſions; and this Diſtinction runs through the 
whole of his Defences. But any may fee it is but a 

or Evaſion, yea an Arian my make uſe of this 
Diſtin&ion, for in their Way they aſcribe all the 
eſſential Properties to the Son, except Self-exiſtence ; 
and I know not if his Senſe differs much from 
theirs. 

2dly, He grants, that if to be the Supreme God, 
be meaned of his being the Creator and Supreme 
Governor of the World, that then the Son is the 
Supreme God; Why? Here he ſays no more than 
what Arians grant, for they allew him to be the 
Supreme God in that Senſe, and yet make him but 
a Creature. I want to know, if the very ſame nu- 
merical eſſential Properties of the God-head that 
are in the Father, be in the Son alſo, and that in 
the very ſame Perfe&ion that they are in the Pa- 
ther. If ſo, What ſhould hinder the Son to be the 
Supreme God in the higheſt Senfe ? I cannot ſee how 
he who believes this, can deny the Son to be the 
Supreme God in the greateſt Latitude. If the fame 
numerical Perfeftions be not in the Son, nor in an 
cqual Degree but by Way of Similitude, or ſome other 
Way, why ſpeaks he not out his Mind freely, for 


Truth ſeeks no lurking Holes. 


3dly, It muſt be grating to the Ear, to hcar a 


Profeſſor of Divinity in the Church of Scotland ſay- 
ing, That Chriſt is not the Supreme God abſolutely, 
but in a limited Senſe. Never a Profeſſor in this 
Church ſo taught; nor I think did ever a Divine 
in the Reformed Churches uſe that Expreſſion, the 
Siprems God, as including the Father's perſonat Pro- 

| perty, 


| . * 
GY wht . 


8 2 


ET 0 ; 


hi FRE, . 4 _— as ads ett 


5 


perty, and fo as peculiar to the Father, viz. in Ex- 


cluſion of the Son. 

4th, It the Father be the Supreme God in the 
greatclt Latitude, and the Son be the Supreme God 
only in a limited and qualified Senſe, then the Son 
and the Holy Ghoſt are much inferior to the Father ; 
tor certainly he who is the Supreme God only in 
a qualified Senſe, muſt be much inferior to him 
who is the Supreme God in the greateſt Latitude 
and Extent: Yea then the Son is not the Supreme 
God at all ; for common Senſe tells us, that to be 
the Supreme God includes the higheſt Pitch of 
Perfection and Glory, ſo that nothing can be ſupe- 
rior to him who is the ſupreme God. Now if the 
Son be only the Supreme God in a qualified. Senſe, 
the Father muſt be ſuperior to him, as being the 
Supreme God without any Limitation ; fo that it is 
a Contradiction, as they ſay in adjecto, to call him 
the Supreme God in a qualified Senſe. Arians will 
ſay as much, for they call him the Great God; 
but tis known in what Senſe they do it. 

p thly, Tis abſurd, and without Foundation in 


Scripture, to ſay, That the Supreme or moſt High 


God is ever taken ſo as to include the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, in Excluſion of the Son's being 
the oſt High God in the ſame Senſe ; For js he not 
frequently 1n thejOld Teſtament called FEHOV AH, 
as all ſound Divines own ? But ſure F EHOVAH is 
the Supreme God in the moſt abſolute Senſe ; Is 
he not called the Great God ? Tit. Chap. ii. and 
I AM,Fobn viii. and Exod. iii. I AM THAT I AM; 
Is not that to be the Supreme God abſolutely ? Is 
he not called God. over al 17 0 for ever? Can 
he be ſo, who is the Supreme God only in a qua- 

Wm | Ie WW: Aus, lified 


( ) 
Kfied Senſe 2 What is his but to make him a qua- 
lified God? 

(thy, He owns the Son to be the Creator and 
Supreme Governor of the World. Now I wculd 
know, Whether the Son be the Supreme Creator 
and Governor in an unlimited Senſe, or only in a 

valified Senſe ? The laſt is plainly groſs, If the 
ſt. What ſhould hinder him to be the Supreme 
"God abſolutely, and without any Limitation ? 
7thly, I want to know, Whether the Son. as the 
Son: or the Second Perſon in the God-head (and fo 
the Holy Ghoſt) be not the Supreme God? To de- 
ny this were Blaſphemy. If they be, then there are 
Thrce diſtin& Supreme Gods: For the Father, as the 
Firſt Perſon, is not only diſtin& from the other Two 
Perſotis, but the Supreme God in an unlimited Senſe, 
not applicable to to the Son ; and the Son, as the Son, 
(and fo the Holy Ghoſt) is diſtinct trom the Father, 
and fo the Supreme God in a qualified Senſe ; There- 
fote, according to him, there are 'Three diftin& Su- 
preme Gods, vi. the Father, who is ſo abſolutely, 
and the Son and the Holy Ghoſt, who are fo only 
in a limited Senſe. What ſtrange Work is here! For 
he makes the perſonal Properties the Foundation of 
this Diſtinct ion ot the Supreme God, abſolutely, and 
in a limited Senſe. 

8rhly, Docs not our Confeſf Chap. 2. § 2. tell 
us, That God. eſſentially conſidered hath all Life, 
Glory and Bleſſedneſs in and of bin ef and is alone 
i 720 to ay on ſufficient. Now if che Son 
be God, and e all Lite, Glory and Bleffedne fs 
ih and of him, ec. he minſt be "he Supreme God 
Abſolurely; « Fer what is it to be the Supremt God 
abſvlutely, if this be not; So here b 0 contradias 
dur Confe {ron of Faith. 


th, 1 


DN 
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gthly, I would know, if the Son have the ſame me- 
rical Divme Eſſence with the Father, or not? For cithet 
he hath the ſame Divine Eſſence ſpecifically, but this 
is to make | wo Gods, as two Men are two Men, 
though they have the ſame ſpecifical Nature; or he 
hath the ſame Divine Nature only by Way of Like- 
nels, and ſome Communications of his Glory, but 
this is to make him a mere Creature, or he hath 
the very ſame numerical Eſſence with the Father; 
it ſo, tis ſtrange, how any that owns this, can de- 
ny him to be the Supreme God abſolutely. But-I 


find him afterwards aſfirming, that the Divine Sub- 


ſtance is neither one numerically nor ſpecifically ; 
which we may, it thegLord will, have Occation * 
gonfider, _ 

He grants, that if to be the Supreme God be 
meaned of the eſſential Perfe#ions, that then he is 
the Supreme God. But, Firft, Is not abſolute Su- 

emacy, in the higheſt Senſe, a an eſſential Perfection 
of the God-head ? To deny this, 1s to deſtroy the 
Notions of the True God. If it be, then the Son is 
the Supreme God in an unlimited Senſe. 2dly, 1 
want to know, whether the Son hath the ſame nume- 
rical Perfectious of the God head with the Father, 
or not? If the laſt, then he amuſeth us with Words, 
and he 1s not God at all ; tor he who hath not the 
ſame numerical, eſſential Properties that are in the 
God head, is not God at all, becauſe the Divine 
Nature and its Perte&tions are really the ſame ; and 
indeed he diſcovered as much, when, in open Aſ- 
ſembly. he ſaid he did not chink. that the Three Per- 
ſons Had the ſame Under/tanding,;. Will and Power. 
If he hath the fame numerical Herfections with the 
Father, What ſhould hinder. him em being the 


rene God abſolutely ? 4 EH 
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_ rothly, It ſeems then, that if the Supreme God 


be meaned fo as to take in the perſonal Properties of 
= Father, the Son is not the Supreme God, for he 

allows the Son to be the Supreme God, with 
Re erence to the eſſential Properties; ſo that hereby 
the Son as Son, or the Second Petfon, is not the Su- 
preme God. What ſtrange Work is this! For ſo 
the Son is not Equal to the Father, contrary to 
Scripture and our Confeſſion of Faith, 

11thly, I would know, whether the fame Supreme, 

Divine Worſhip, for Kind and Degree, which is 
given to the Father, is to be given to the Son? If 


it be to be given, then the Son is the Supreme God 


in the ſame Latitude in which the Father is, as being 
the Object of the ſame Supreme Worſhip, for Kind 
and Degree. If the ſame Supreme Worſhip is not 
to be given the Son, but an interior Kind of Wor- 
ſhip, then this brings in a Two-fold Divine Wor- 
ſhip, viæ. a Supreme and Inferior Worſhip, which 
opens a Door to juſtify the Popith Idolatry ; beſides, 
tis expreſly contrary to John v. 23. where we are 
commanded to honour the Son as we honour the Fa- 
ther, 8c. and conſequently this makes the Son an in- 


ferior Kind of God, as being the Object, not of the | 


ſame Honour with the Father, but of an inferior 
Worſhip ; for he who is the Supreme God only in 

a 3 Senſe, cannot be the Object of 525 higheſt 
Divine Worſhip. 

How he explained Pictet's Argumenes, proving 
the Son to be the Supreme God, we have feen, viæ. 
That his Arguments (I remember there are ſeven of 
them) did prove the Son to be the Supreme God, if 
meaned of the efſential Propert;es, but not as in- 
cluding the pgr/onal- Propriy of the Father. I 
wonder Mr. bitte never togk Noticy, of this Di- 

ſtinction; ; 
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| Rin&ion; for my Part, I never read nor heard of it 
before. It ſeems then that Pictet's Arguments, as 
including the perſonal Property of the Father, do 
not prove him to be the Supreme God, in the 
* ſame Degree and Perfection, in which the Father is 
the Supreme God. - 
* Laftly, He brings Jobn xvil. 3. to prove, that 
the Father is the Supreme God in the greateſt Lati- 
? rude. But here he plajnly ſymbolizeth wich the 
1! Arians, and betrays one ot the Arguments Ortho- 
dox Divines bring to prove the Son to be the Su- 
preme God into their Hand; he knows the com- 
mon Anſwer given to theſe Enemies of the Truth, 
when they adduce this Scripture to prove, that the 
Son is not the True and * God, vi. That 
the Father is called the only True God, in Oppo- 
'- ſition to Creatures only, not in Oppoſicton to the 
— other Perſons in the God-head, Might not one the 
h fame Way prove, that the Son is the Supreme God 
sq alone, from Ja. xliv. 8. Ia. xlv. 32. where the Son 
'e is brought in, ſaying, I am God, and none elſe. And 
— from 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16. and from Epiſtle of Jude ver. 
- 25. where Chriſt is called, The only Potentate, and 
e Þ} the only wiſe God, But any ſees how abſurd this 
ry | were; if he were not the Supreme God in the greateſt 
n Latitude, how could it be Fernal Life to know 
tuin 2dly, At this Rate there are Two only Living 
and True Gods; for he denics not ſimply that the 
5 Son is the only True God, but the Father, as the 
;. 2} Firſt Perſon, according to him, is the only True 
Cad in the greateſt Latitude, and conſequently in the 
2 greateſt Berfection, and as - ſuch he is diſtinct from 
the Son, and the Son as ſuch is, according to him, 
the only True God in a limited, and fo inferior Senſe; 
ſo that there ate To ouly Living and True Gods, 
23-7 VIZ. 
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viZ. the Father in -a more extended Senft, and the 
Son in a qualified Senſe; here then the Father and 


the 8on are Two diſtinct only and True Gods, 
gthly He ſays tis a groſs: Falſhoavd to alledge 
he denied the Son to be equal to the Father. But 


firſt, He who denies the Perſons in the Godhead to 
be equal, as to their perſona? Properties or Glory, 
denies the Son to be equal to the Father: For ii the 
Son be not equal to the Father in every Reſpect, 


he cannot be ſaid to be equal ta him at all; but 


this the Profeſſor does in the three Queries. 24h, 
He who makes S$/f-exiftence the perſonal Property 
of the Father, Who affirms the Father to be the 


Supreme God in the greateſt Pertection and Lati- 
rude, and the Son ſo in a qualified Senſe, and who 


affirms the Father to be the Only true God in Ex- 


cluſion of the Son, ſure he denies. the Son to be e- 
qual to the Father; but this the Profeſſor does. 


rothly, He fays, As to the Terms Ens neceſ- | 
ce farium and Independens, i. e. a neceſſary and inde- 


% pendent Being, that there being no Mention 
c of them in the Scriptures, or Confe//ion of. Faith, 
ct nor the Syſtem he teacheth, he never mentioned 


« any of them in teaching or preaching ; but that 


ce upon a Student's propounding. an Objection to 
6 4 he anfwered That the Words De 
e and Independent, Co-ordinats and Subordinate, 
« were never either in Scripture. or our Confeſſion 
ce of Faith appliedꝰto the perſonal Properties, or Re- 
ce lations of the Dive Perſons, nor could be per- 
ce tinently or fafely applied to theſe, becauſe: the 
ce jorc{aids Terms ate rd inarly uſed with R | 


« t5Cfcatttres.in #Serſe not applicable to the ns 


& of the Glorious Ge yet all art agreed, chat 
« if the Words Independent, and Necefſarily-exiftent, 
K. e de 
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e be taken in a Senſe, chat includes the perſonal 
4 Property of the Father, that then they cannot 
© be applicd tothe Son but that it it be affirmed 
« of the Son in any Senſe, contiltent with the per- 
« {onal Properties of the Father and Son, they will 
no doubt agree to the Son; and beſides John 
1< xvit. 3. alledgeth for himſelf the Nicene Creed 
e and Bp. Bull.“ 
Hut firft, Any may ſee this to be a plain Shift 
and Defect ot Ingenuity , for ſure, ic became a Mi- 
1 nifter of the Goſpel, and a Profeſſor of Divinity, 
when qucſtioned 2 Judieatory as to his Ortho- 
doxy, to have anſwcrea directly and candidly. that 
he might vindicare himſel: trom all S fpictons of 
Hereſy : For Truth is not like wild Beaſts that 
ſerk huking Holes. 1 Pex. iii. 15. Peter bids us 
de ready to give a Reaſon of the Hope in us. 
ah), Will he find the Terms Self-exi/tent, far lefs 
as the perſonal Property of the Father, in Scrip- 
de- ture, fe} on of Faith, or in Markius, as alſo the 
on | Term Supreme God. eſpecially as mean'd of the 
th, Father in Excluſion of the S n. is ſtrange why 
ied he thould bogle at the Terms Neceſſary-exiftent and 
nat |} Tydependent, more than the other terms. 
to z3dly, He knows very well that many of the 
ent | Terms of Divinity uſed by Divines in rheir feveral 
we, | Syſt-ms, ate not to be found expreſly either in 
an | Scripture or our Confeſſton of Faith, though the 
Ne- Terms Equivalent are to be found in both. And 
er- | inde-d, neither r can be explained nor Truths 
defided againſt Adverfares withwmt uſing fach 
Teris; lor K Divinity hath its Terms of Art, as 
Well 8 liberal ns, though! Rift tourtded'in the 
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athly, Theſe Terms Ordinate and Co-ordinate, 
Independent, &c. are generally mentioned bySyſtema- 
tick Divines, eſpecially in larger Syſtems ; for the E- | 
nem ies of Truth aſſert theDependence of the Son, and 


his Inferiority and Subord ination to the Father, as 
to his Deity, which obligeth them to uſe theſe Terms, 
in order to refute their Errors. Tis a Wonder, 
being a Profeſſor of Divinity, how, in explaini 


this fundamental Article, if he did caution his Diſ- | 
ciples againſt the ſeveral Errors on this Head, and | 
eſpecially againſt the Arian and Socinian Errors, he | 


could ſhun taking Notice of theſe Terms ? 


5thly, Did not his Teaching, That Self-exiſtence | 
was the perſona} Property of the Father, and that the | 


Father was the Supreme God without any Limita - 


tion, and the Son the Supreme God only in a quali- 
fied Senſe, give clear Ground to that Scholar to in- 
fer, that it Self-exiſtence was the perſonal Property | 
of the Father, and if the Son was only the Supreme | 


God, cum grano ſalis, that then the Son was Depen- 
dent on, and Subordinate to the Father, and might 
have not been, to which he ſhould have anſwered 
plainly and directly, by either denying or affirming 
- Son's Dependence and Subordination to the Fa- 
ther. | - | 
6tbly, Are not Terms equivalent uſed in our 


Confe//ion of Fajth, while Eſſentially conſider- | 


ed is {aid to have all Bleſſedneſs, Lite and Glory in 
and of himſelf, while the Three Perſons are ſaid to be 
one and the ſame. God, and to be equal in Power 
and Glory; what is this, but that all the Three 
Ferlons are equally Independent, ' equally neceflarily 
exiſting, without the leaſt Inſeriority, or Subordi- 
nation of the one to” the other? We readily allow 
clear Conſequences trom Scripture, ſure this is clearer 

| "a 
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in our Confeſſon, than that Self- exiſtence is the 
perſonal Property of the Father. 
JItby, What Danger there is in applying the 
Terms, Co-ordinate and Subordinate, Dependent and 
Independent, to the Glorious Perſons in the God- 
head, I ſee not, nor does he himſelf tell us, if it be 
not, that this would oblige him to explain himſelf 
more clearly than may be he inclines, or thinks it ſafe 
to do; for they muſt either be equal or unequal, 
| Co-ordinate or Subordinate, there is no Midſt. It 
| ſeems Syſtematick Divines ſaw not any Danger in 
| uſing them, whom here he condemns as uſing un- 
| ſafe Terms. 
8thly, I perceive he {till runs to his common 
Diſtin&ion, as before upon Self-exiſtence and the 
God, viz. That if Neceſſary-exiſtence and 
| Independency be meant of the Father's perſonal Pro- 
| perty, that then they cannot be affirmed of the Son. 
L obſerve firſt, That an Arian will ſay as much, 
for in their Way, they aſcribe the Eſſential Pro- 
perties to the Son, while yet they make him a Crea- 
ture; they ſay the Son is Eternal, Omnipotent, Ec. 
But 'tis known they take theſe Terms in a limited 
Senſe. 2dly, Theſe Terms were never uſed in that 
Senſe by any but Ariaus; for in their ordinary Uſe, 
they ſignify nothing but what is Eſſential and com- 
mon to all the Three Perſons, nor can he inſtance 
one ſound Divine that ſo underſtands theſe Terms. 
dly, According to this Diſtinction, the Son in ſome 
Senſe is not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, but Dependent on, 
and infcrior to the Father as the Father. In a Word, 
I perceive that he takes the Father's being of None, 
and begetting the Son, as the ſame with Neceſ/ary- 
exiſtence and Independency, which plainly thows. 
he puts an Arian Gloſs upon the Terms, vi. be- 
| ; ing 


( 30 ) | 
ing of Nene, and begetting the Son from Eter- 


nity. 

To conc!ude, I obſerve _ that the Sum of what 
the Proteſſor advanceth on this Head in his own 
Defence is, that by the Father's being Seff exiſtent, 
and the Supreme God, in an unlimited Senſe. he means 


nothing but what our Confeſſiun of Faith ſays, 


Chap. II. Sect. 3d. viz. Thar the Father is of None, 
and bepets the Son from all Eternity; ſo that to him 
all theſe 'Lerms are Synonimous, and that therefore 
his Senſe of theſe Terms being ſound, he can be 
admonithed only for uſing unſound and dangerous 
Expreffions, as he was admeniſhed in the Affair be- 
twixt him and Mr. Hebſter. . 3 
But Frſt, The Terms are plainly unſound, as a 
lied by him. Now Profeſſors are under REM. 
ligation to uſe a Form of ſound Words .' ſound 


Speech, that cannot be condemned, Tit. ii. For un- 


found Terms carry always an unſound Senſe with 
them, and their Werds does cat as a Canker ;. be- 
ſides theſe Terms, as applied to the Father in Ex- 
cluſion of the Son, will not allow a goed Mean- 
© ty, No found Divine, that T know of, ever 
uſed thefe Terms, viz. Self- exiſtence, the Supreme 
God, as Synonimaus with the F ather's perſonal Pro- 
„ Sy ee $7 Fe 
8 zaly, Iis uſual with Hereticks, while they uſe 
unſound Terms, to pretend to a ſound Senſe of them, 
till they find a fitter Opportunity to explain them- 
ſelves, as is known was the Practice of the Ariaus 
and the Pelagians. . ee, 
4thly, Tis plain he underſtands theſe Expreſſi- 
ons in our Confeſſion of Faith, Chap II. Sef#. 3d. 


viz, The Father's being of None, aud begerting the 


Son 
A 
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Son from Eternity, in 1 Arinu Senſe, while he 
tells they are the ſame with S8{f-exi/tence., Now a 
Man's Commentary upon a Text, ſhews now he un- 
derftands it. Farley 12 1715 
5thly, An Arian might, if he pleaſed own our 
Confeſion of Faith, and yet maintain, that the Fa- 


ther only is Seif exiſtent, is only the Supreme God, 


ne. for he might, as Pro eſſor Simſon does, pretend, that 


Free: grace, and was. charged 


by theſe Expreſſions, he means only that the Fa- 
ix of None; and; begets tbe: pon tom Etapity; 
r — 50 10 lende . to the — 
VIZ. in a qualified; Senſe, as Mr. Simſon does aſ- 
cribe Self-exiſtence to him in a limited Senſe. 
othiy, Lis known he was admoniſhed by the 
Aſſembly ſome Years ago for teaching Arminianizin 
Dectrine, or uſing Expreflions' that tended to a 
vance the Power of Man's Free-will, and depreſſing 
to teach ſuch Doctrine, nor uſe ſuch Terms; and 
tis known, that wnenʒ teaching the Students he came 
to theſe Points, he referred his Scholars to read his 
Anſwrrs to Mr. M ebſter; for vuhich being challeng d 
by ſome Miniſters, he anſwered, what then? For I 
alſo refer my Scholars to Soeinnus. Any may judge 


of the Candor of ſuch an Anſwer. And now he is 


erring further in the great fundamental Doctrine of 
the Trinity. *Tis known by frequent Experience, 
there is no binding at Hereticks, either by Syncdical 
Injunctions, or taking them engaged not to teach 
ſuch Errors. Such is Mens Itch to vent their on 
Opinions, as is known in the Caſe of Arminius, 
and lately of Roslur in Holkend; who though he 


had: ſubſcribed: not to vent or teach his new Opini- 

ons anent the Tyiuity, yet not long after did publiſh 

| and defend his Euro]] Had. Froſeſſot Sirm/d been 
dn v5 


remov- 


( 32 ) vg. © *. 
removed from the Chair at that Time, the Miſchief 


he has done in corrupting a young Miniſtry had 
been prevented. I ſuppoſe, that by this Time, they 
who did then fo zealouſly ſtand up for him, may 
think they have now but little Credit of this Man. 
*Tis a Wonder, if the Conſciences of ſome do not 
by this Time check them, when they ſee the — 
he hath done. 


n 


CHAP. III 


SECTION I. 


E ſhall next conſider his Anſwers to the Six 
Queſtions propoſed to him by the Reverend 
2 of Glaſgow; and firſt we ſhall ſet them 


Queſtion firſt, Whether are there Three diſtinct 
Subſtances in the Three Perſons of the Godhead, or, 


is it one and the ſame Numerical Subſtance that is 
in them all? 


zd, Whether is the Son Neceſſarily -exiſtent in the 


ordinary Senſe of the Word, ſo that 9 impoſſible he 
ſhould not hade been ? 


zd, Whether is the Deity of the Son and Holy 


Gboſt Self-exiſtent and Independent > 

ath, Is this Title, The Moſt Hi *h God, ae the 
vighef *. as uſed i in Scripture, = to Chrift AS bo 
is 

5th, Whether is it agreeable to Scripture, and the 


| Conteſſion of F aith, zo aſcribe to the Father the Title, 


The Only True God, in ſuch a Senſe as cannot be 
affirmed of th Sx andthe Hah Ghoſt ? 


Stet rer 


6th, The 
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6th, The Presbytery aefires to know, why the 


Profeſſor in teaching the Doctrine of the Trinity hath 
not mentioned the Terms Independent and Depen- 


dent, Subordinate and Co-ordinate ſeermg the Ad- 
verſaries of the Truth aſſert the Dependency of the 
Son, and his Subordination, as to his Divinity to 


the Father, and there ſeems to be as much Need as 


ever to caution the Students againſt this Subordina- 
tion and Dependence. 

We ſhall ſhortly make ſme few Remarks upon 
his Letter to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, dated Offo- 
ber 12th, 1726. Page 9, 10. of the printed Caſe, 
with Reference to theſe Queſtions. | 

Firſt, In general, We wonder how he could ſhift 
a direct Anſwer to theſe Queſtions, being ſo clear 
and plain, that a very Tyro in Divinity could an- 
{wer them of Hand, by cither affirming or denying 
them; for there is no Abſtruſeneſs in the Terms, 
exempli gratia, Whether the Three Perſons in the 
Godhead have one and the ſame Numerical Sub- 
ſtance ?_ | 

2aly, His Anſwer is general and confuſed. He 
begins with the ſixth Queſtion, and fays his Let- 
ter contains a plain Anſwer thereto, and a ſufficient 
Caution to the Students, &c. But if a plain Anſwer 
thereto be contained in his Letter, any may judge 
from what is obſerved upon that Part of his Letrer. 
We appeal to any to judge, how he could caution 


the Students againſt the ſeveral Errors on this Head, 


and ref ute theſe Errors, without taking Notice 

of thcſe Terms, ſecing Adverſarics do make 

the Son Subordinate to, and Dependent on the Fa- 
ther. | — 

zdly, He ſays, That the other Five Queſtions 

*© have no Foundation in his Letter.“ But I won- 

C dar 
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der how he affirms this; 40 not his making Self-exi- 
fence the perſonal Property of the Father? Does not 
his ſaying the Father is the Moſt High God in an 
unlimited Senſe, and that the Son is the Moft High 
God in a limited Senſe, and that the Father is the 
Only True God, in a Senſe not applicable to the Son, 
give Ground for theſe Queſtions? Theſe Things he 

expreſly affirms. | 
athly, Any may judge, whether Self-exciftence, 
as the perſonal Property of the Father, E5c. contains 
nothing but what is in our Confeſſion of Faith; 
ſure theſe Words he uſeth, are not choſen in our 
Confeſſion to expreſs that DeErine, In a Word, tis 
ſtrange he ſhould ſay, that there was no Reaſon 
why they ſhould defire him, more than any other 
Man, to anſwer theſe Queſtions, ſince he knew his 
Letter to the Presbytery was the Occaſion of their 

propounding theſe Queſtions to him. 


SECTION IL 


ARE MARK or Two upon the Profeſ- 
ſor's Letter to the Committee for Purity 
of Doctrine, Page 12 and 13 of the print- 
ed Caſe, laſt Edition. | 


N that Letter he complains much of the Form, 
or Method of the Presbytery's Procedure with 
him, and compares it to the Inquiſition, and 

alledgeth it was againſt all Forms of Procedure, 
Page 13 of the Caſe. As to which, Ido paſs this; 
the Reverend Presbytery of Glaſgow was approven 
by, and had the Thanks of the late General Aſſem- 
bly for their Diligence in that Affair. 
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He therein propoſeth a Queſtion, Whether they 


thought themſelves impowered by the late General 


Aſſembly, to ask his private Thoughts as to any 
Point of Divinity? As to which I wonder much 
how the Profeflor could call the propounding theſe 
Queſtions to him, an akking his private Thoughts, 
ſince he had given ſo great Ground for their put- 
ting theſe Queſtions to him by the fama Clamoſa of 
his Unſoundneſs, and eſpecially by what was under 
his Hand in his Letter to the Presbytery ; ſure in 
that Caſe tis no Inquiſition or asking his private 
Thoughts, when by his Letter he he hath given 
Ground to propoſe ſuch Queſtions, otherwiſe there 
could be no proſecuting any for either Scandal or 
Error. Indeed to ask any Miniſter his private 
Thoughts judicially as to any Point of Divinity, 
where he had given no Occaſion to ſuſpe& his Un- 
ſoundneſs, would be -an asking a Man his private 
Thoughts, and unſafe, but this is by no Means 
the preſent Caſe here. 

A 2d Queſtion he propoſeth to the Presbytery, 
is, Whether theſe Queſtions they deſired him to 
anſwer, were contained in our Confeſſion of Faith 
and Catechiſms? But hcte I would know, whe- 

ther Self exiſtence, as the Perſonal Property of the 
Father, and the Father being the moſt high God, 
in a Senſe not applicable to the Son, be contained 
in our Confe//ion and Catechiſms 9 2dly, He means 
either exptelly, of by clear, juſt and good Conſe- 
quence ; the firſt he knows the Presbytery did nor 
intend; and as to the 2d, I fuppofe the Presbytery 
hath ſufficiently done that in their Paper of Rete- 
rences. Will the Profeſſor ſay, that when a Man 
is accuſed of Error, that he is bound to anſwer no 
Queſtions, but what are expreſly aud pures con- 
2 tained 


r 


0 


Property ot the Father, and conſequently, that the 
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tained in Scripture, our Confeſſion. of Faith and 


Catechiſms ; when in that Caie ſhould erroneous 
Miniſters be found guilty of Error? Did not 
our Lord convince the Sadduces of the Error of de- 
nying the Reſurrection, by good Conſequence drawn 
from Scripture. It were caſy to inſtance ſeveral Er- 
rors contrary to our Confe//ion of Faith, that are 
only contrary to it by juſt Conſequence, Will he 
ſay that theſe Errors are not to be condemned? 
Does he think that the Compilers of our Confeſſion 
deſigned to mention all the 'Terms of Divinity uſed 


by Divines in their ſeveral Syſtems. 


SECTION III. 


E ſhall next conſider his Anſwers to the 
Presbytery's Paper, intirled, References 
anent Profeſſor Simſon's Affair, Pages 21, 22. of 
the printed Caſe. 

Where rt, We obſerve, That he does not at 
all anſwer directly theſe Queſtions propoſed to him, 
but n. entions ſeveral Paſſages in his Letter, which 
he labours to vindicate, Page 22, 23, Ec. of the 
printed Caſe. If this be not a going about the 
Buſh, any may judge. 


Gd 


2dly, He ſays what they find fault with, is what 
the Profeflor took Notice of, viz. That the Fa- 
ther's being of None, is the ſame that many Au- 
thars underſtand by being Self-exiſtent, taken in rhe 
negative Senſe; trom which they alledge, that the 
Profeſſor, without giving them any Caution againſt the 
Miſtake, would have the Scudents take Notice, 
that Self-exifFence may be taken for the Perſoual 
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Divine Nature in the $24 ad Holy Ghoſt is not 
Self-exiſtent. | Th 

To which he anſwers, That he ſays not that 
Self-exiſtence may be. taken for the Perſonal Pro- 
perty ot the Father, but only that the Father's be- 
ing of None, is the ſame that many Authors un- 
derſtand by being Se/f-ex:ftent, which he ſays was 
a Irath, when they took Se/f-exiftence as the {ame 
with being of None, though they might exprefs it 
by an unfit or ambiguous Word. He ſays he would 
take it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction, 
both to -him and the Students, to have the true 
Meaning ot that Engliſh Term of Art, viz. Self- 
exiſtence explained, when applied to the Son and 
the' Holy Gholt. 

Here firſt, We remark, he names not one Au- 
thor, who, in expreſs Terms, makes Self-exiſtence 
to be the Perſonal Property of the Father. 

Indeed Pages 69 and 70 of the printed Caſe, he 
cites "Teſtimonies out of ſeveral Authors for his 
own Defence. But to ſpeak nothing of the Char- 
acer of the Authors whom he cites, for generally 
he is not very happy in his Citations this Way, I 
want'to know, whether he approves of what he 
cites out of them. If he docs not approve what he 
cites, to what End does he cite them? It he does 
approve what is here- cited, thereby he difcovers 
himſelf more than I ſuppoſe he inclines to. 

For as to the firſt Author, viz. the Author of 
the Creed, Page 64, he ſays, this Expreſſion One 
God, denotes our Faith, that there is but one Eter- 
nal Independent and Self-exiſtent God, which the 


Protefſor ſays, is underſtood of the Father. Now, if 


he approve this, it being underſtood of the Father, 
then the Son is not mm One God, nor the Eternal, 
3 In- 
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| Independent, Self-exiftent God for the Profeſſor a- 
1 plies the whole Sentence to the Father. We fee hor 
happy he is in his Citations. - 1 
| e 2d Author, Mr. Neilſon's anonimous Friend, 
1 denies that 5 or ſignifies the Self exiſtent Being; as 
ll alſo, he denies that Self-exiftent is an eſſential Part 
| of the Idea of Being, and fays, that it rather re- 
j lates to the Manner of exiſting of the firſt Perſon 
i in the Divine Being, Ec. which is contrary to the 
| Judgment of Orthodox Divines, for 6 which is a 
þ Part of Chriſt's glorious Title, Rev. i. is the ſame | 
[: with (I am ) Iſa. xlvii. 8, Exod. iii. 14. Fo. viii. 
58. and with Fehovah, which plainly includes 
Self-exiftence in their Notion. 2dly, That Author 
. ſays, that Self-exiftence, according to fome, ' relates 
rather to the Manner of the Exiſtence of the firlt 
; Perſon in the Godhead, than to the Nature and 
i Eſſence of the Being itſelf, I ſuppoſe thoſe Au- 
. thors are generally Arminians. If the Profeſſor a- 
ö prove this, then tis a Per/oual Property of the Fa- 
| ther, and belongs not at all to the Son. But cer- | 
| tainhy God exiſts with the perfecteſt Exiſtence, and 
therefore Self-exiſience, being the moſt perfect Exi- 
ſtence, it muſt be an Eſſential Property of the God- _ 
head, it ſtands as a Species of Exiſtence oppoſite to 
a dependent Exiſtence. | 
The 3d Author alſo confounds Se{f-exiftence with 
the Perſona Property of the Father, As to Mr. Ca- 
lamy, he makes nothing for his Purpoſe ; he denies 
two Se!f-exiſtent Principles, but he ſays not that 
the 25 and the Son are not the ſame Self-exiſt- 
ent God, e 
Laſtly, Doctor Waterland ſimply denies Self- 
exiſtence to be an Eſſential Property of the God- | 
head, and. ſays the Son is not SEF exiſtent, ane P 
| he | calls 
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calls it Doctor Clark's * Fallacy; that the 
Son cannot be ſtrictly and eſſentially God, unleſs 
he be Self-exiftent, and there confounds Self exiſt- 
ence and unorginated. If the Profeſſor be of this 
Mind he ſhould declare himſelf, and not lurk un- 
der Diſtinctions. 2dly, His ſimply telling his 
Scholars that Self-exiſtence was the Perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father according to ſome Authors, was 
not a ſufficient Caution to them in reading ſuch 
Authors, to warn them of the Unſoundneſs of the 
Expreſſion, nor ſays he that he warned them of 
it as ſuch. 3dly, He does not expreſly condemn 
that Expreſſion as unſound, but upon every Oc- 


caſion recurs to the Dittinction of Self-cxiſtence, as 


including the Perſonal Property of the Father, and 
as not including it; juſt as the Serpent, when pur- 
ſued gets into a Thicket. 4qthly, He does not tell 
us, whether the Divine Nature in the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt be Self- exiſtent, a direct Anſwer to 
which would have cleared the Matter much. 5h, 


He diſcovers his Diſingenuity, while he ſeeks to 


haye explained the Meaning of that Term, when 
applied to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, which plain- 
ly ſhews, that he thinks it cannot be explained 
when applied to them, according to him, and fo 
that really he denics the Son and Holy Ghoſt to 
be Self-exiſtent. 6thly, *Tis plainly an Inſult and 
Taunt, when he ſays it would be a Piece of uſeful 
Caution to have Self- exiſtence explained, when at- 
firmed of the Son and of the Holy Ghoſt ; for he 
himſelf takes Self-exiſtence in the negative Senſe, 
in which Senſe all ſound Divines aſcribe Self-exiſt- 
ence equally to all the Three Perſons : So that, if 
the Son and the Holy Ghoſt be not Self- exiſtent in 


the negative Senſe, they muſt be made or created 
C 4 by 
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by the Father, for: that is the oppoſite Term to 
Sel{-exiſtence in the negative Senſe; ſo that tis 
plain he takes being ot None and Self-exiſtence in 


the negative Senſe, as the ſame, whereby it may 
eaſily appear he makes the Son a dependent Being. 
Laſily,While he deſires to have the true Meaning 


of tharEngliſiTerm of Art, viz. Self-exiſtence explain- 


ed. when applied to the Son and to the Holy Ghoſt; 
firſt, It would tempt one to think he condemns 
that Term, when applied to the Son and Holy 


- Ghoſt. 2dly, Since in a limited Senſe he allows 


the Son and the Holy Ghoſt to be Self-cxiſtent, 
he ſhould have explained what that Selt-exiſtence is, 
as diſtinct from Selt-exiſtence in the, zegatve Senſe, 
which he makes the Perſonal Property ot the Fa- 
ther. The Diſtin&ion is his own, therefore it was 
his, not the Presbytery's Work, to explain his 
own Diſtinction. 3dly, For my Part I know no 
Diſtinction, nor I belicve this Church alſo, betwixt 
the Self-exiſtence of the Father, Son and Holy 


Ghoſt, for *cis an Eſſential Property of the God- 


head, and fo. in them all is the very fame Self- 
exiſtence; even as they all are the very ſame liv- 
ing and true God. 4thly, If he want to have the 
Diſtinction explained betwixt Self-exiſtence, and 
the Father's being of None, or begetting the Son 
from Eternity; we tell him, that Sclt-exiſtence 
implies not only not being made by another, but to 
exiſt, or be in and of himſelt independently of ano- 
ther, and that from the infinite Perfection and Ex- 
cellency of his own Nature, which our Confeſſtion 
F Faith affirms to be common to all the Three 
Perſons in the Godhead, Chap. 2. & 2. Whereas 


being of None, and of no other Perſon in the God- 


head, points out only the Manner of that Self- 
eee yon exiſtence, 


ſ 


2 1 | | 
exiſtence, viz. The Father ſo exiſts of himſelf, as 
he hath not the Divine Nature communicated to 


him from another Perſon, and fo is the firſt Perſon 


in order of ſubſiſting. There are three Ways of the 


Godhead's ſubſiſting in the Three Perſons. yet fo 
as they are all equally Self-exiſtent and Indepen- 


dent, as they are all equally the very ſame God; 
for the three Ways of ſubſiſting infer no Inequali- 
ty among the Perſons of the Godhead, being na- 
turally, neceſſarly and from Eternity in the God 
head; but only point out the Diſtinction and Or- 
der of ſubſiſting. 


He further ſays, That his Letter expreſſy af- 


firms the Doctrine contained in our Confe//ion, Chap. 


2. & 2. which affirms that God hath all Life, Glo- 
ry and Bleſſedneſs in and of himſelf, &c. And hopes 
that it will not be ſaid or affirmed, that the Doc- 
trine contained in that Section contradicts the 
third Section, where the Father is ſaid to be of 
None, &c. | 

Now this a plain Evaſion, for.he ſhould have 
anſwered directly, whether that Paſſage of the Con- 
fe//ion of Faith, Chap. 2. & 2. with the Scriptures 
adduced, did prove that Self-exiftence in the nega- 
tive Senſe . (in. which Senſe he takes it when ap- 
plied to the Father, as his Perſonal Property, for 


in a poſitive Senſe tis a Contradiction ) was affirm- 


ed ot the Son? This he waves; and for that End 
they were adduced. - 2dly, It would ſeem as if he 
deſigned to make the 2d Paragraph clath with the 
3d of that Chapter in our Confe//jon: ; for I cannot 
underſtand what he means by ſetting the one a- 
gainſt the other. 3dly, Tis plain, the Shelter un- 
der which he hides himſelt, is the Father's being 
ſaid to be of None, Chap. 2. Par. 3. Now tis 
| : Rus plain, 
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plain, his Notion (of beg of Noue ) is not ſound, 
(though he hides himſelf under that Expreſſion ) 
for 'tis obvious, he takes it to be the ſame with 
Self exiſtence in a negative Senſe (this is his own 
Expreſſion) and it is as plain that Se/f-exiftence in 
that Senſe is an Eſſential Property of the Godhead ; 
from which tis clear, that in making Self-exiſtence 
the perſonal Property of the Father, that he really 
denics the Son to be God, whatever he profeſs to 
the contrary. Further, When he ſays that his Let- 
ter affirms the Doctrine contained in Chap. 2. Par. 
2. of our Confeſſion, I want to know whether the 


Son hath all Lite, Glory and Bleſſedneſs in and of 


himſelf, and is in and of himſelf All-ſufficient, in 


negative Senſe, cannot. be the perſonal Property of 


the Father: For what can SF exiſtence in that 


R r 


| 
the higheſt Senſe. If fo, then Se/f-exiſtence in the | 


Senſe be, if it be not that? But if the Son have 
not all Life, Glory and Bleſſedneſs in and of him- 


ſelt, in the higheſt Senſe, then he is not the true 
and living God. 


Again, If Self -exiſtence in the negative Senſe, be 


the perſonal Proferty of the Father, I would know 
in what Senſe he makes the Son to be Self-exiſtent ; 
for Self-exiſtence can be underitood no otherwiſe, 
but in a negative Senſe; he ſtill confounds Self- 
exiſtence with being of None, which diſcovers plain- 
ly his Unſoundneſs; for Self exiſtence does point 
out the Nature of the Divine Exiſtence, as being 
the moſt perfect Exiſtence, poſſible; whereas being 


of None, points out the Manner of that Self-ex- 


;ſtence, viz. the Godhead ſubſiſts in the Three 
Perſons with the ſame Self-exiftence, every way e- 
al in all the Three Perſons, but in three Ways 


of ſubſiſting ; the Father as begetting the * 1 
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Self-exiftent, and ſo the Son as begotten, and the 
Holy Ghoſt as proceed ing, are Se/f-exiſteut, though 


there be an Order and Diſtinction, yet a perfect 


| 


Equality. 
urther Page 24 of the printed Caſe, he fays, 
They have no better Reaſon for asking their Third 


Queſtion of him, than of the Venerable Aſſembly, 
e who compiled our Confeſſion, were wy now alive.” 


But any may ſee that this is but a Shi 


t and Eva- 


ſion from what we juſt now remarked ; for is it 
not aShame for a Profeſſor of Divinity to wave a di- 


rect Anſwer to that ſhort and plain Queſtion, Whe- 
ther the Deity of the Son and Holy Ghoſt be Self- 
exiſtent and Independent 

Next, He anſwers, as to the ſecond Paſſage in his 
Letter found Fault with, viz. His ſaying that the 
Father is the Moſt High God in the greateſt Latitude, 
*and that the Son is the Supreme God in a limited 


L cSenſe, or cum grano ſalis, to which his Anſwer is no 


| 
ö 


mare then 1s contained in the Letter it ſelf, which 
having fully conſidered already, we paſs it; only 
tis obvious how he ſhifts a direct Anſwer ; ſome- 
times, he ſays, he only tells what ſome Authors ſay, 
and yet within a little juſtifies the Expreſſien by his 
common Diſtinction, ſo that *ris hard where to find 
him. | 

He anſwers next, Page 26. of the printed Caſe, 
to a Third Paſſage found Fault with in his Letter, 
viz, his Anſwer to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens 
neceſſarium, or Chriſt is not a neceſſary Being, and 
ſets down his Anſwer as it is in his Letter, which 
is needleſs to repeat here, 


His Anſwer to the Presbytery's Remark, viZ. 


That his Letter ſuppoſeth there is no mention in 
Scripture or our Confeſſion of Faith, of Chriſt's being 


ens 
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ens neceſſarium, nor yet Independent, which ſeems 
to ſay that the Neceſ/ary-exiſtence and Indepen- 


dency of the Son of God, is no Part of the Profeflor's 
Faih, is ſhortly this, that he mcan'd of theſe expreſs 


Words or Terms, that they were not to be found in 


Scripture or Cen of Faith. 


But any may obſerve how trifling this Anſwer is, 
For, firſt, Will the Profeſſor ſay, he makes uſe of 
no Terms in teaching his Scholars, but what are ex- 
preſly in the Scripture and Confe//ion of Faith. I be- 
lieve it will be hard tor a Proteſſor to teach without 
uſing other or equivalent Terms. Sure Self-exiſtence 
is not expreſly uſed in Scripture or our Confe//ron. | 


2aly, The Profeſſor ſays that the uſing theſe "Terms, 


wich Reference to the Perſons in the Godhead, was 


not ſa c. Now will he ſay, that tis not ſafe to uſe 
any Terms, but what are expreſly to be found in the 
Sc ipture and Confeſſion of Faith; and it they be 
found by good Conſequence, how comes he to ſay, 


tis not ſafe to uſe them. Now, I obſerve, he does 
not tell us, whether theſe are by good Conſequence 


contained in, and founded upon the Scripture and 


Confeſſion of Faith, this he waves, nor does he ſay 
that the Neceſſury exiſtence and Inde pendeney of the 


Son is no Part of his Faith, only would deny the 


Interence drawn from his Anſwer; but if it be not 
ſafe to uſe theſe Terms, ſure the Neceſſary eaciſtence 


and Independency of the Son is no Part of the Pro- 
feflor's Faith. 3dly, Conſequently,” he to no Purpoſe 
ſets down Part of the Confeſſion of Faith, and a Part 
of his Letter; for he could not but know, that the 
Presbytery did not mean, as if the Terms Neceſ- 


ſarly-eaciftent and Independent, were to be found ex- 


preſly in the Confeſſion of Faith, but only by neceſſa- 
ry and good Conſequence, to which Places he _ 
5 Ve 
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| have anſwered directly, by ſhewing they could not 


be drawn from our Confeſſion. atbly, He owns, that 
in teaching and preaching. he never mentioned the 
Terms Neceſſarily-exiftent and Judependent, but 


ſays he taught the Haſlages in the Confeſſion, and the 


Truths taught by them, from which the Presbytery 
| infer their Concluſion, viz. The Neceſſary egciſtence 
and Independency of the Son. Now what kind of 
Anſwer is this; for whether is the Neceſſary-eaciſtence 
ol the Son, a Truth taught in theſe Paſſages (I 


mean either expreſly or by good Conſequence;) if it 
be, why did he not teach this Truth? Or it it be not 


BSS 


. _ taught in theſe Paſſages; why does not he tell us 


ſo much that the Neceſſary exciftence and Indepen- 
| dency of the Son cannot be proven from the Confeſſion 
| of Faith, either by expreſs Words, or juſt and good 
| Conſequence ? 5?thly, He ſtill recurs to his own Di- 
ſtinction, that theſe Terms, when taken in a Senſe 
| inconſiſtent with the perſonal Property of the Father, 
cannot be applied to the Son; but I know no Senſe 
of Neceſſarly-eociſtent, but that it was and is abſo- 
| lutely impoſſible that the Son ſhould not have been. 
Now he does not tell in what Senſe the Son is Ne- 
ceſſarily-exiſtent, as not including the Father's Pro- 
| perty, viz. Whether it was abſolutely impoſſible 
that the Son ſhould not have been. But this he does 
not. Nor does he tell us, whether the Scriptures ad- 
| duced did prove the Son's Neceſſary- exiſtence and 
| Independency by good Conſequence or not, which 
he ſhould have done; but {till ſpeaks of expreſs Terms 
contained in the Scripture and Confeſfion, which is 
a a plain Shift. 

As to the Terms Co-ordinate and Subordinate, De- 
pendent and Independent, he anſwers, he gave his 
Students as ſufficient Caution againſt theſe Errors, 


as 


„ 
as our Confeſſion of Faith does, by teaching and com- 


firming the Truth of the Doctrine contained in the N 
Paſſages referred to, Ec. But any may fee this to be 
a mere Evaſion, for he refuſeth to tell whether the 


Son be Subordinate to,and Dependent upon the Fa- 
ther. 2dly, Is it to be ſuppoſed, that our Confeſſi- 
on was to contain all the Terms of Divinity? 3dly, 


How could he retute the Arian and Socinian Errors, 
ſeeing upon this Head they uſe theſe Terms? As 
to what further he anſwers, it hath been fully cqnſi- 


dered upon his Letter; only it ſeems ſtrange that he 
ſays, That to affirm the Son to be Dependent or In- 


ce dependent, Co-ordinate, or Subordinate to the 


< Father, is to uſe unſate Terms, Page 3 1 of the print- 
ed Caſe ; and in his Letter, Theſe Terms cannot ſafely 


be applied to the Perſons of the Godhead. For if it 
be not faic to ſay the Son is Dependent on and Sub- 
ordinate to the Father, then e contrario tis ſafe to | 
fay the Son 1s not Dependent on the Father or Sub- 


ordinate to him, or it this Way of ſpeaking be alſo 
not ſafe, I wiſh he had explained himſelf more fully. 

The Fourth Paſſage taken Notice of in his Letter 
is his Gloſs upon John xvii. 3. where he fays the 


Father is there called the only true God in Excluſion | 
of the Son; to which he anſwers, that he hath Bi- | 
ſhops Pearſon and Bull, and Athanaſius on his Side, 


who underſtood it of the Father, while they call the 
Father the only true God, by Way of Eminency, 


and the Fountain of the Deity. But *tis not plain 
they did fo in Excluſion ot the Son, or if they did, | 


they are certainly dangerous Ways of ſpeaking, and 
give an Handle to Arians, to prove the Son to be 
inferior to the Father; and *tis certain ſome Au- 


thors have ulcd very unguarded Terms upen this | 


Head. 2dy, He anſwers, that ſeeing the Terms 
the | 
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this Anſwer is but a Shift. 
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mne only true God, do in that Place, according to 
ſome Authors, include the perſonal Property ot the 


Father, they cannot blame him, tor ſaying in that 
Senſe, that the Son 1s not the only true God. But 


the Thing blameable in the Profeſſor is, that he ſo 


underſtands theſe Words in Excluſion. of the Son; fo 
We ſhow'd before the 


Son is alſo called the only God, Epiſtle of Fude, and 


„ That the 


| 
A 
| 
: 


' God, fo as none elſe is, Eſſay xlv. Will any ſay, that 
| he is the only God in Excluſion of the Father, for 
the only true God includes in its Notion nothing 
that is perſonal. Tis plain from Scripture that the 
Word God, read alone, is ſometimes to be underſtood 


of the Father, John iv. 24. ſometimes of the Son, 


Heb. i. Thy Throne O God, &c. Will any ſay, that 
in the Firſt Place, the Father is God in Excluſion of 
the Son; or, that in the Second Place, the Son is 
| God in Excluſion of the Father; but having conſi- 
dered this in his Letter, we need ſay no more. 


of the printed Caſe, he ſays, 
ords Neceſſarily-exiftent and Indepen- 
te dent of the Father, are ambiguous Terms of Art, 


Lafily, 1 33 


E uſed in very different Meanings, and are never af- 
“ firmed of the Perſon of the Son of God, either in 


Holy Scriptures or our Confeffion of Faith, or in 
te the Syſtem he teacheth on that Subject of the Tri- 
uity; wherefore, he ſays, he may reaſonably for- 
« bear the Uſe of them.” 

Bur is it not ſtrange and ſtumbling to hear a 
Profeſſor of Divinity call theſe clear Terms, ambi- 
guous, that every Tyro in Divinity underſtands. 
2dly, He does not tell us, whether the Son, in re- 
gard of his perſonal Property, as the Son, be Neceſſa- 
rily-exiftent and Independent of the Father the 
Meaning is not, if the Son be begotten ot None, 

: but 


TS 

but if (as the Son) he %, equally Neceſſarily-exiſtem 
as the Father, and equally Independent ; tor it he be 
not ſo, he muſt needs be an Inferior and Dependent 
God. zaly, The Meaning is not, (which he can- 
not but know) whether theſe Terms be found ex- 
preſly in the Scriptures, Confeſſion ot Faith, and 
the Syſtem he teacheth. For, I ſuppoſe, that in 


D 


teaching; he uſeth, yea muſt uſe Terms that are 


found expreſly in none of theſe, otherwiſe I cannot 
underſtand how in teaching he can refute the ſeveral 
Errors, his Office obligeth- him to. But whether 
the Uſe of theſe be not juſtified, and neceſſarly fol- 
low from what is taught in Scriptures, Confeſſion of 
Faith.” and that Syſtem which he- teaches, to 
which he does not anſwer. 4thly, It ſeems he con- 
demns all the Divines who have uſed theſe Terms, 
as uſing ambiguous Terms of Art. In a Word, I 
would know, whether the Son as the Son, and eter- 
nally begotten of the Father, be equally Neceſſarily- 
exiſtent as the Father is, and equally Independent of 
the Father, for this nowiſe ſays that the Son is of 
None, begotten of None, as he {till abſurdly iniers, 
but only compares them, in regard ot their perſonal 
Properties, whether they be equal in that reſpect 
or not. 

In a Word, That he calls 3 and 
Independence ambiguous Terms of Art uſed in very 
different Meanings, ſeems ſtrange thus to condemn 
uſual and plain Terms of Divinity. If theſe Terms 


be uſed in very difierent Meanings, ſhould he not 


have told in what S:nſe Neceſſary-exiſtence and In- 


dependency are to be uſed, when applied to the Son, 


but this he waves. 2d h/, In anſwer to the Teſtimo- 


ny of ſome of the Witneſſes, adduced to prove that 


he ſaid that Chriſt, though Eternal, yet was not 


re 
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Neceffarily-exiſtent ; he denies he ever ſaid ſo, yet 


in his Letter ſays they are Things we know nothing 
about; and again here calls them ambiguous Terms of 
Art, taken in different Meanings, and that tis not 
fate to uſe them on this Subject: From all which 
one may judge, that though he had ſaid fo, that tis 
but of a Piece with what he here exprelly affirms. 
"Tis known what Anſwer he gave to a Member of 
the Committee, deſiring him to declare, it he be- 
lieved that the Son was as neceſſarily of the Father, 
as the Father was nece//arily of None, this he refuſ- 
ed to affirm. Sure tis abſurd to affirm Neceſſary- 
exiſtencr of any of the Perſons of the glorious God- 
head, but in the higheſt Senſe, for otherwiſe they 
are not all equally Neceſſarily-exiſtent. 


SECTION IV. 


eA REMARK, er two upon his Repreſen- 
tation to the Presbytery of Glaigow, March 
29. 1727. 


JE only here take Notice of one or two 

V Things that we may not be too prolix. 
He fays, Page 37 of the printed Caſe, for the 
Reaſons he had named, Page 36. That though he 
© had made uſe of ditterentHypotheſes, that have been 
* advanced by ſundry Divines, yet he found that none 
got them were ſufficient to remove Difficulties that - 


| © were urged on all Hands, but rather led into ſome 


dangerous Errors; that therefore, tor the laſt two 
© Years, he had ſatisfied himſelf with only naming to 
© them, ſome of the mioſt celebrated Hypotheſes, and 


© f 


„ 


© of them, without recommending any of them as 


certain. 

Inſtead of all which, he thought it more for the | 
Benefit oi the Students to obſerve, That the Perſons 
jn the Goahead muſt be ſo ar diſtin, as that the | 
© inc. mmi nicable Properties and Chaiacters aſcribed ; 
© to them in the Scripture, and our Conicfſion muſt | 
© really agree to th.m ; and on the other Hand muſt |: 
©be ſo «ne among themſelves, as to be one true and 
©:ternal God, in oppolition to a Plurality of Gods, | 
© of one and the ſame Subſtance, Power and Eterni- 
ty, in ſuch a Way as is conſiſtent with the ſaid Di- 
© ſtinction of Perſons, in oppcſition to their being but 
© one Perſon Ec. f 

Now I oblerve by what he here ſays. That he 
hath been dipping pretty deep in the modus or |: 
Manner ot this great Myſtery ; and yet he lays he | 
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did not me dale with it. 2dly, What theſe various | | 


Hypotheſes were, I know not, for he does not xell 
us, only, it ſeems he ſometimes taught one Hypo- 


theſis, ſometimes another, for the Da) before, in 


October 1725 when he was to teach this new 


Hypothſis, he ſent Word through the Town to his | 


Scholars, that he had altered his Thoughts about 
the Doctrine of the Trmity. and defired them to | 
meet To-morrow for that E 

did that Day explain himſel:; from which Date 
the Libel commenceth : This I have from one of 
his Students who knew it, and was, among the 
reſt, advertiſed to be preſent. 34h 1 know no 
Hypotheſis made uſe of by found Divines, but 
One, and that clearly revealed in Scripture, win. as 


to the Thing, not the Manner of it, that 'there is thi 


but One only, the Irving and true God, and, that in 


the Codhead, there are IThtec-FPetlons really dit- 
Lina 


nd; and accordingly | 


tint, who are that only 
qual in Power andGlory, via. the Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt. How tar this or that particular Di- 
vine may have meddled in explaining the Ser- 
I know not. 4thly. It is ſtrange how he ſhould 


. 
living and true God, e- 


ſhew the Defects of thoſe Hypotheſes, and yet re- 


ö commend none of them. Ir ſeems he left it to his 


Students to chooſe as they thought fir. If they had 
Errors, ſhould he not cautioned them againſt ſuch 
Hypotheſes: | | 
Again I obſerve, Thar though he ſays the Three 
Perſons are one true and eternal God, yet he lays 
not that they are one and the ſame God numerical- 


' ty. 24h. Helays not they are the one only living 


and true God, for this he appropriates to the Fa- 


ther. 3dly, He does not tell whether they be the 


| ſame in Subltance numericalh. Nor, 4thly, Does 
he tell whether every ove of them be Self exiſtent 
in the negative Senſe *Tis true our Conteſſion does 
not call them expre fly the ſame inSubflance nume- 
* rically, but only the tame in Subſtance; but that is 
the plain ang ordinary Meaning ot that Pnrale, 
| and ſo underitood till now, that he hach given 
Ground for ſuch a Queſtion, to which he ougnt to 
have anſwered plainly. 


5 hh, He fſay+, the Nature 
of this Onepels is not revealcd in the Wo'd of 
God, which alone teaches us this Doctrine. Now 
tis true the Plurality and Diſt inction of Perſons in 
the Godhead is not known but by Revelation, 
bur yet that there can be but one true God nume- 
rically one, is in Part clear from natural Realon, as 
corrupt as it is. Indeed we cannot underſtand in 
this S tate fully that Oneneſs, yet that Oneneſs is 


ſo far clearly revealed, that if we underſtand what One 


numerically is, in Oppoſition to two or tour in Num- 
ber, we may underſtand in general, that the 
| D 2 F hree 


| 9 
Three Perſons are FAY the ſame God. ſo as 
the Son s rot à diftir& God from the Father but 
the very ſame God, 

He ſays, Page 38, That yet he cannot difſemble, 
© that when the Phraſe, one Subſtance in Number, 
js uled in the Senſe, wherein it is ordinarily ap- 
© plyed to Creatures, or to expreſs che Greek poye- 
© ow which was the Character ot the * abellian He- 
© reticks; it will be alſo inconſiſtent with the tore- 
© ſaids Diſtin&ions of Perſons.” 

Now here I obſerve, he grants in ſome Lines be- 
fore, That the Phraſe one in Num ber may be ſate- 
ly uſed in Dealing with ſome Adverſaries, and 
vet preſently upon the Matter he withdraws his 
ConceiFon by this Diſtinctiop, as is ordinary with 
Hereticks to take with the one Hand what they 
give with the other. 2dly Why, the Perfons 
in the Godhead may not be called one in Snbſtance 
numerically. in the ſame Senſe, that Peter is one 
Mar zumerically not two Men ,or two Peters, nume- 
rically, is what I cannot ſee, Sure one, two, thice in 
Number are as clear and ealy to be underſtood, 
as the cleareſt Propclition can be; for does he not 
ſay that the Perftons may be ſaid to be of one 
Subſtence in Number, which being abſolutely im- 
menle in his Opinion, is common to all the Per- 


ſors of the Trinity Now if the Divine Subſtance be | 


aumerically one, ano it that Subſtance be common 
to all the Three Perſons, as being abſolutely im- 
menſe, what ſhould hinder their being the ſame 


in Subſtance numerically? Where the Danger is, 


is what I cannot ſce. 3dly, As tothe Greek yore- 


rei that ſignifies as much as alone SubFance, in | 
which Senſe the Sabellians appropriated it to the | 


Father, and called the Son and Holy Gf oft on- 


ly different Names. But this has nothing to do 
f here. 


2 ah. 
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8 here. 4thly, How the Three Perſons being the 


ſame in dubſtance numerically, as it is ordinarily 

applyed to cattonal Creatures, is inconliſtent with 
, the Diſtinction of Perſons, is what he here affirms, 
„ but ſhe ws not how. ls it becaule a rational Ctea— 
dure is not only one in Number, not two, but its 
- | Subſtance cannot be communicated to another, 


1 ſo as to be ot its Subſtance alſo, *T1s true that this 
cannot be affi med of the Perſons of the Godhead, 

becauſe they are all ot one and the ſame numerical 
- |] Subſtance, but yet the Notion of a Perſon, as ap- 
2 plycd to rational Creatures (we mean of a Per- 
d ſon in general, vix That aPerſon is one compleat ta- 


is tionalBeing viz numerically not two in Number, that 
fi gocsnot to another to mike up aP art thereot) we are 
y ſure agrees to every Per ſon ot the Godhead, conſiſ- 
s || tently with the Dittin&ion of the Perſons. This 
eis che common Notion of a Perſon, even when ap- 
e | plyed to rational Creatures: As for the Incom- 
» municableneſs of its Subliance ro another, that 

n | belongs to the ſpecifick D fference of a created 
|, | Pe:ſon;as being of the ſame Subſtance is peculiar 

t ; to the Perſons of the Godhcad. It ſeems he hath 

e | not yet explained himſel!, as to the Diſlinò ion of 

- | the Perſons of the Godhead. 

— As to ſome Authors he cites, we anſwer in gene- 


ze | ral that by the Act of Aſſembly, the Profeſſor's Caſe 
n | was tobe judged by the Scriptures, Confeſſion of 
1 Fanh, and Catechiſms, and not by what ſome Au- 


e thors may ſay, ſeverals of whom may uſe dangerous 
8. and unguarded Expreſſions, of which Arians make 
an Hand. as it ſeems the Profeſſor does here. 

n | The firſt he cites ĩisZanchius Libro imo de tribus Elo- 
© |} chim, Sc. where he calls the threePerſons, three Things 
5 8 or 


Wh 
orSubſtancesſubſiſting of 3 Underſtanding, 
Willing, Individual. and ſo true Perſon? 

Now according to the Profeſſor, if he make any 
Thing of this Place. the three Perſons arc fo far from 
being one in Subſtance, that they are three diſtin& 
Subſtances ; for ſo Zauchius affirms, which yet the 
Proteflor hath not had the Courage to affirm. But, 
2d4ly, Tis plain that the Word Subſtance is the 
ſame with Perſon and does not ſignifie the Divine 
Eflence or Nature,for ſo there would be three Divine 
Eſſences, which ſure Zanchius never intended: Tis 
known that of old S$btantia did commonly ſignifie 
a Perſon, and was the ſame with the Greek mpecwners 
and he in End explains himſelf by calling them 
hereby true Pcrions. 3dly, Zanchins ſays every one 
ſubſiſts by or of himſelt. I want to know if this be 
not Self-exiftence in a negative Senſe, and it ſo, then 
Self-exiſtence cannot be the perſonal Property of the 
Father. 

In the 2d Citation Zanchius calls the Father God, 
vi. principally, and becauſe he is the Fountain of 
the whole Deity as being unbegotten, c. But we 
took Notice that theſe Expreſſions are harſh, and 
condemned by ſeveral ſound Divines, yet Zanchius 
does not make Self-exiftence the perſonal Property 
of the Father, Oc. 

The 2d he cites, v/Z. the learned and honour- 
able Author of the Cxitical Hiſtory of the Apoſtles 
Creed, ſeems plainly to be Arian (at leaſt according 
to what he cites, for I have not had an Occaſion 
to ſee the Book) and 1: the Proteflor approves what 
he cites he is Arian alſo, for that Author {ays that 
the Clauſe (one God) was inſerted to require our 
Beiief, that there is but one infinite, ſupreme, Begin- 
ningleſs and eternal God, and tnat this one ond 
FF = 
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a nd none other was the Father of our Lord Jeſus 


Chriſt, fo that this Expreſſion one Ged denotes our 
Faith that there is but one eternal, independent and 
Seli exiſtent Gcd. 

For here this Author either deſcribes God eſſen- 
tially conſidered; if ſo, then he cannot be the Fa- 
ther of our Lord ſeſus Chriſt, for not God eſſentially 
conſidered is the Father of the Son, but the Firſt 
Perſon in the God-head is his Father; for to beget 

the Son is his perſonal Property, otherwiſe our Lord 
| were hisowu Father, for he is God eſſentially con- 
ſidcred, or elſe he muſt be a Creature: Or "tis only 
the Father wao 1s here deſcribed, as ſeems to be his 
Meaning; and it ſo, then the Son is not that One 
Infinite, Supreme, Beginningleſs and Eternal God; 
for he favs that none other but that One Infinite, &c. 
| God was the Father of our Lord. Now i the Fa- 
ther be here deſcribed in Excluſion of the Son, tis 
plain the Son mult be a Creature, 2dly, When that 
| | Author ſays There is but One Eternal, Independent 
© | and Self-exiſtent God, he either includes the Son 
e | alſo. I: fo, to what Purpoſe docs the Profeſſor ad- 
4 duce this Ci ation; for ſo Independence and Self- 
's | exiſtence are not the perſonal Properties o the Father? 
y | Tf che Son be not included, then, according to the 
Profeſſor, the Son is a mere Creature, for there be- 
ing but one Independent, Eternal and Self-exiſtent 
| God, if the Son be not that Self-exiftent and In- 
| depengent God, he muſt needs be a mere Crearure. 
Lafily, He cites Dr. Owen. In the firſt Place 
1 eited be ſays, (ſee Page 39, 40. of the printed Caſe) 
t | © There is not only an Order, but Subordination in 
in the Perſons of the Trinity, ſo as the Son, in 
| © Regard of his Perſonality, may be ſaid to depend 
** upon the Father, hang beporren of him.” LI have 
 __ a 


we 
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a great Regard for Dr. Owen and his Writings; 
but, with all Deſer ence to ſo great a Man, he cer- 
tainly in this contradicts our Confe//ion of Faith and 
Catechiſms, which ſays, They are Equal in Power 
and Glery, which is plainly inconſiſtent with a Sub- 
ordination and Dependence among them ; nor does 
the Son, being begotten of the Father, give a Foun- 


dation for this. I am ſure the common Doctrine 


of this Church was, That there is an Order and 
Diſtinction among the Perſons in the God-head, 
but no Subordination. | 

The 2d Citation is to the ſame Purpoſe, ſo I need 
ſay no more upon that. BY 

In the zd Citation Mr. Owen ſays, © That God 
« is ſaid to be the God of the Son on a Three-fold 
« Account. Firſt, In Reſpect of his Divine Na- 
<« ture, as he is his Father, ſo his God, whence he 
ce js ſaid to be God of Ged. 2dly, As he is the 
<« Son or Second Perſon. 3aly, As Mediator or 
« Man.” 5 | | ide 

But this ſeems ſtrange ; for if the Father be the 
Son's God as he is God, and the Second Perſon, 
then he 1s much Superior to the Son; for to be one's 
God, implies Superiority, which 1s inconſiſtent with 
the Son's being the Supreme God. 2dly, To be 
one's God, plainly implics to be the Object ot their 
Worſhip ; but for One Perſon in the God-head to 
be the Object of the Other's Worſhip, is plainly 
groſs. 3dly, At this Rate the Son may be ſaid to 
be the God of the Holy Ghoſt ; for it the Father 
be the S n's God becauſe he begets him, for the 


ſame Reaſon, the Father and the Son muſt be the 


God of the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe he proceeds from 
them; ſo that we may ſee even great Men may by 
dipping too far in this great Myſtery of . 
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be led into unſafe Ways of ſpeaking, of which Ad- 


verſaries make Advantage. 


en. 


W might next conſider his Anſwers to the 
f Libel : But in Regard that we have al- 
ready conſidered the Subſtance of what is there ad- 


| 4 vanced, and in Regard he denies ſeveral other 


Things charged upon him, we ſhall only conſider 
one Thing ne expreſly owns, viz. Page 56. of the 
printed Caſe. There he owns that he ſaid, © That the 
' © Three Perſons are not to be ſaid to be either nume- 
rically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance, as theſe 
Ierms of Ariſtotlès Philoſophy are commonly uſed 
| © among us, when applied to Creatures.” Bur he de- 
| Nies he uſed the Word Eſſence, either numerical or 
ſpeciſical: The Reaſen he gives, is, Becauſe they 
it they were ſpecifically One in Subſtance only, then, 
according to the common Uſe of that Term of Art, 
there would be Three Gods, as three human Per- 
ſons are three Men; and it they were numerically 
One in Sulſtance, according to the common Uſe of 
that Term of Art, when applied to Creatures that 
are intelligent, it would foll that they were but 
one Perſon; and that therefore our Divines having 
ſaid, That in the Unity of the God-head there are 
Three Perſons of One Subſtance ; they could not be 
thought to mean either of their being One ſpecifi- 
cally or numerically in Subſtance, becauſe the Firſt 
would make 'Three Gods, and the Second but One 
Perſon; and thereſore wiſely abſtracts from both 
theſe Terms of Art which, according to their uſual 
Mcaning, were apt to lead People into Errors on 
every Hand; &et- 0 N 
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Here I obſerve, Firſt. He ſcems to have a Ouar- 


rel wi h the uſual Terms ot Art, made Uſe o by 
Divines in Teaching. He minds me of Arminians, 
who carp a: and find Fault with the ordinary IJ erms 
made Uſe ot by Divincs in leaching ; F.r can any 
Science be taught without making Uſe of ſuitable 
Terms, and ſome Terms are almoſt common to all 
Arts and Sciences : Sure one numerically and ſpeci- 
fically are Terms caiy, and uſed by ſcverals who 
never read Ayifotle. 2dly, J obſerve, that it ſcems 
the Proſeſſor hath mingled Ariſtotle s Philoſophy too 
much with his teaching Divinicy ; tor he ſcems to 
have too great a Regard to his Philoſophical No- 
tions, and too much. to. adapt his Teaching the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, to his blind Pailoſophical 
Notions as when he ſays according to Ariſtotle. 
It tollous not that a Tning is Neceſſarily exiſting, 
becauſe its Eternal, ſeeing the World, according to 
Ariſtotle, was Eternal; ſo here, according to Ari- 
ſtotle, One in Subſtance numerically, denotes One 
Perſon. Now though he does not expreſly own 
theſe Poſitions, yet he ſeems to. hanker after them, 
while he makes Uſe of this Senſe of the Propoſition 
(One in Subſtance numerically ) to defend himſelf. I 
apprehend his following Ariſtotlæ too much hath led 
him into theſe dangerous Errors. But how unwo thy 
of a Profeſſor of Divinity is it, to judge of the My- 


ſteries of Religion, by the tallacious Principles of a 


blind Heathen Phil- ſ pher? We ſee how Paul cau- 
tions againſt it, Colsff. ii. 8. Beware left any Man 
ſpoil. you through Philoſophy, &c. "Tis obſerved by 
Church Hiſtortans, that many of the Errors in the 
firſt Ages were owing to Pagan Philoſophers, who 
turning Chriſtian, mingled their Pagan Phil ſophy 
with the Myſteries ot the Chriſtian Religion, from 


whence 
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whence many Errors {prang up. 34y, He denies 
he uſed the Word Eſſence, either numerical or ſpe- 
cifical ; Hence 1 would know, wnether they have 
the ſame numerical Eſſence, or not? If not, then 
there are Taree Divine Efſences, It yea then what 
ſhould hinder them irom being One in Subſtance 
numerically, tor the Terms are ſynonimous? But, 
athly, It ſeems that Subſtance and Eſſence ſignify 
not the ſame Thing. I would theretore know what 
he means by Subſtance in which he denies them to 
be numerically One; for eicher he undeſtands the 
Divine Efſence and Nature. I: fo, then the Divine 
Eſſence is not nu merically One; and therefore there 
arc more Divine Eſſences than One, and ſo more 
Gods, or he underſtands a Perſon; tor I cannot con- 
c:ive a third Thing. And it ſo, then the Meaning of 
being One in Subſtance, is, they are One in Perſon, 
wizich I think he will not own. 55 I want to 
know the Difference betwixt the Divine Subſtance, 
and Divine Eſſence, for he ſeems to make a Dif- 
ference, but tells not what that is? Sure, among 
Divines, theſe Terms ſignify the ſame Thing. 6thiy, 
He plainly puts a wrong, v/Z. his own, Senſe upon 


that Expreſſion in the Cnfeſſion and Catechiſms, One 


| in Subſtance, which I ſuppoſe every Body under- 
' ſtands of Sameneſs in Eſſence. But it ſeems plain 


he underſtands ſome other Thing by the Word 
Subſtance. 7thiy, I want to know it God's Subſtance 
be nor the very ſame with the Divine Nacure. If nor, 
I ſhall be glad to hear what it is elſe ? If it be, then 
# God be One God numerically, as our Catechiſm 


| ſays, One ouly the Living and True God; What can 


hinder them from being One in Subſtance numeri- 
cally ? 8thly, How it follows from their being One 
in Subſtance numericully, that there will be but One 


Per- 
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Perſon, is what I ſee not, nor does he ſhew how it 
follows ; For will any fay, it they be one and the ſame 
God numerically, that therefore they are but One 
Perſon ; and their being One in Subſtance, is no 
more but their being one and the ſelf ſame God u- 
merically, "Tis true, One in Subſtance numerically, 
when applied to rational Creatures, can but ſignity 
one Perſon, becauſe its Subſtance being finite, can- 
not be communicated to another. But hence it fol- 
lows not, that ir the Divine Perſons be numerically 
One in Subſtance, that therefore they are but One 
Perſon, becauſe the Divine Subſtance is Infinite, and 
the very ſame in every One of theſe Glorious Perſons, 
they are the ſame in Subſtance, though not in their 
perſonal Properties. 

I wonder how he ſays the Divines could neither 
mean numerically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance. 


We ſee he forceth his own Gloſs upon the Con- 


Feſſion; tor I believe every one till now underſtood 
it of numerical Sameneſs; for while they are called 
One God, and we are told there is but One only the 


but of numerical Oneneſs and Sameneſs, till he 
became a new Gloſſer of that Paſſage. 

I belicve, as every one, till now, underſtood their 
being the ſame in Subſtance, of numerical Sameneſs ; 
ſo never any was yet led into that Error, as to think 
them but One Perſon, nor did ever any draw that 
Interence from it, but himſelf. | 

8hly, Tis very true, they are diſtin& as to their 
perſonal Properties and Characters: But while he 
tells us, that they muſt be ſo One among themſelves, 


as to be but One, True, Eternal Ged in Oppoſition | 
to a Plurality of Gods, of One Subſtance, in ſuch a | 


May as is inconfiſtent with the ſaid Diſtinction of _— 
ſons, 


{og and True God, did ever any underſtand this 
0 
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( 61 Ie: 
ſons, in Oppoſition to their being but One Perſon. 
This I thinks wants to be explained, for he ſeems to 
ſpeak in the Clouds. 6 

For, Firft, He grants they are but One Eternal 
God ; I ſuppoſe that he means of One numerically, 
for he ſets this in Oppoſition to a Plurality of Gods. 
Now if they be but One God numerically, what 
hinders their being One in Subſtance numerically, 
unleſs the Divine Subſtance be ſomething diſtinct 
from the Divine Nature or Effence ? 2dly, He ſays 
not they are the one only True and Eternal od ; tor 
this he makes peculiar to the Father. 3dly, He ſays 
not they are of One Subſtance, in Oppoſition to a 
Plurality of Subſtances, as he ſaid they were One 
God, in Oppoſition to a Plurality of Gods. Hence 


T want to know, Whether that Subſtance, in Regard 


of which he ſays they are of One Subſtance, be nu- 
merically One? Or if there be a Plurality of Sub- 
ſtances, for One Subſtance ſtanding in Oppoſition to 
a Plurality of Subſtances, is as elear as One God, in 
Oppoſition to a Plurality of Gods? But this he ſhiits; 
ſo that tis plain to any, he really is for a Plurality 
of Subſtances in the Trinity. ty, How their be- 
ing numerically One in Subſtance, is inconſiſtent 
with the Diſtinction of Perſons, is what I cannot ze, 
nor I ſuppoſe any Body beſides himſelf, unleſs he un- 
derſtand ſome other Thing by that Word, than hath 
been hitherto meaned. 51/5, He ſays the Manner of 
that Oneneſs 1s not revealed, and that herein lies the 
Myſtery of it: But though it be true, that how theſe 
Glorious Perſons are One among themſelves be a 
Myſtery not revealed, yet their being numerically 
One in Subſtance, is as clear from Scripture, viz. in 
Oppoſiti n to a Piurality of Subſtances, as it is that 
they are but One God, in Oppoſition to a Plural 4 


— 


( 62 

of Gods, which he himſelf 2 to own : Sure, 
there is as great a Myſte y in the one as the cther: 
But it ſeems therc is ſome Myſtery in this Onencſs of 
Subſtance he keeps to himſelf, and hath not ex- 
plained. ' 

gthly, He ſays they are neither humerically one in 
Subſtance, nor /pecsfically one. "This laſt Branch 
would indecd make more Geds diſtin& and cqual- 
ly infinite, as there are more Men; now, it they 
be not numerically one, they muſt be more in Sub- 
ſtance; for there is no Midſt betwixt being cne in 
Subſtance, and being two or three in Subſtance; 
this L iſt inction he hath when ſpeaking of one Gd, 
but omits it when ſpeaking of one Subſlatice ; For 
ſpecifically owe is not the immediate opp: fitePranch to 
being one numerically but 't is being nere numerically; 
how many Ihinęs are there numerically diſtinct, that 
are not ſpecifically one. 3dly, Jhere are more Kinds 
of Oneneſs chan either numerical or ſpecificalOneneſs, 
there is an Oneneſs by Likeneſs, there is an Oneneſs 
by a Cummunication of Power and Authority, and 
there is an Oneneſs in Regard of Love, Juag ment 
and Will, in which Senſe Arians and Socthians, 
own the Three Perſons to be one God. But here 
ſecmeth to be ſcme Myſtery he keeps to himſelf. 

He ſays, he follews our Confeſſion, which calls 
them the ſame in Subſtance, wnkout giving a Name 
to or more particular Noon of that Sameneſs. Now 
this is a mere Shit; for will he not alle of good 
Conſequences from Seripture and Conſeſſon of Faith. 
*Tis cicar, that it muſt be numerical Sameneſs, 
otherwiſe the Confeſſion leaves us in the Dark, whe- 
ther it be numerical Sameneſs, or whether thete may 


be a Plurality of Subſtances, however they be laid 


to be the fame in Subſtance, auh, In that veryQue- 


ion 
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ſtion they ure ſaid to be ane God, by the ſame Rea- 
ſon, he might deny that the Perſans of the Godixad 
are one God, <cicher nhumericaliy or ſpecifically; cor 
the Confeſſion, according to his a abliracts 
from bocn: But I ſuppoſe it would be very grofs to 
fay, they are not one God numerically, becaule that 
Word is not in our Confeſon or Catechiſms, ſo alſo 
micht one deny, that waen we are told, there is 
Þut one only the Living and True God, that this is 
not to be undcrſtood ot numerical Oneneſs, becauſe 
tha: Word numerical is not in our Confeſſion nor 
Catechiſms. 

As tor the Cannon Tom Dr. Calamy, he ſpeaks 
not there of Oneneſs in Sabſtance, but oi the Di- 
ſtinction of tae Pecſons among themſelves, which is 
2 different Head : For the fiſt relates to their ha- 
ving the ſame Divine Nature, the ſecond to their 
Diſtinction, as they arc Perſons in the fameGodhead; 
and as to this, he -owns tis real, but waves giving 
it any other particular Name, and indeed, there 
we muft hold, and go no farrher. 

As to Zanchins, we conſidered what was adduc'd 
from him ; only I wiſh the Profeflor would tell us, 
what Subſtance is, which he ſo carefully avoids from 
confounding with Eſſencr; tor if it be not the ſame 
with E//ence, it muſt be the dame with perſoual 
Properties. A Third, I know not. Divines here cate 
fider only the Divine Nature, and the per oma Pro- 


Perties. 


Laſtly. He ſays, Oue Subſtance in Number is 


uſed by Adverſarics in an unſound Senſe, Well this 


may be true, ſo alſo they call Chriſt God. yea, and 
the Great God. I ſee from the Citation, they con- 
found One Ful ſtam os 1 Auntber, with One Porjon, 


1 aalound Scuie, as certain it is, 


it 


( 6 

it is alſo Mr. Simſons Senſe - the Phraſe, for he 
argues as they do, viZ. if they be one numerically in 
Subftance, then they are but one Perſon, and i he 
approve ot the Socinian Reaſoning in that Citation, 
he is at leaſt Arian. For my own Part, I know not 
what he inrends by this Citation; tor it he deny 
them to be One in Subſtance numerically, it ſeems he 
denies them to have the felt ſame Underſtanding, 
Will and Energy, as I think I heard him expreſly 
own in the Aſſembly; it fo, it cencerns him to 
clear himſelf from the Charge of Tru beim, acccrd- 
to that Reaſoning; on the other Hand, it 
follows not ii they have the ſame Will and Under- 
ſtanuing as they have the ſame numerical Subſtance, 
that therefore they who maintain this muſt be So- 
cinian becauſe the Sameneſs of Will and Under- 
ſtanding do belong to the Divine Nature, as ſuch, 
which is the very {ame in all the three Perſons of 
the Godhead ; their Diſt inction ariſcth irom theſe 
perſonal Properties, and their Will, Underſtanding 
and Energy are diſtinct, not as to the Matter itſelf, 
but as to their modus, ariſing from the Order and 
Diſtinction among rhe Perſons, tor modus operands 
ſequitur modum ſubſiſtend;, This muſt be owned to 
be a great Myſtery, and here Scripture mult ſilence 
all carnal Reaſoning, nor am I here to defend this 
Doctrine againſt Socinians. T7 | 
I want to know, it he will allow it to follow, that if 
they be one in Eſſence numerically, therefore they are 
bur one Perſon tor tis clear, that there they coniound 
Eſſence and Subſtance,and ſo according to the Reaſon- 
ing he cites, t ey are not One in Eſſence numerically. 
Page 59. He denies he ſaid, But whether the 
Subject of theſe Perfections be different, (viz Di- 
vine Pertections) was 4 metaphyſical Queſtion We 

nee 
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but one only the Living 


1 
ved nor determine ; 1 ſhall not chatge him with 
what he denies, but if it do not follow from his de- 
ny ing them to be One in Subftance numerically, that 
fo are different Subjects of theſe infinite Perfecti- 


ons, any may eaffly judge. Iſee not how it can be 
tvited. 


To concl ade this Head, we obſerve, That Arhand= 
4s in his Four Orations againſt the Arians ſa 


| The Son is of the Father's wubſtance, and that fre- 


acntly almoſt in every otherPage. Now did ever a 
Audderftand this otherwif: than of the ſame api 
Subſtance; for if he be not of the ſame numerical 
Subſtance, he muſt be of a diſtinct and different Sub- 
ftance, which is what no Arian will deny, be- 
fides,as Ahana ſius there argues, how can he be his On- 
ly Begotren Sn it he be not of the very fame Sub- 
ſtance with the Father; ſure then, he is his Son no 
otherwiſe then Men and Angels are God's Som by 
Creation, not his begotten Son, bur created Son. 

And Athanafias there frequently calls him, Es u- 
fubſtanttal with the Father. Was not the Son's be- 
ing 244095 with the Father, the diltinguifhing Nia 


| berwixt the Orthodox and the Arinns 2 Did ever a- 


ny till now underſtand the Senſe of theſe two Terms 
to be any other than the Son was of the very fame 
numerical Subſtance or Eſſence with the Father in 
Oppoſition to the Arian ooreoros, or being of the 
like Subſtance with the Father? 

In a Word, I would as Mr. S$mſon, if there be 
and True God numericaliy; 
will he den 5 fre, becauſe tis not ſaid numerically in 


our Confefſon of Fanb; as for the fame Reaſon, he 


denies them to be tae ſame i in dubitance nere 


Bore one would bret 24 | 
mW of - dh, * 
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2dly, I would ask if the 6 be not the ſame 
numerical Only Living and True God with the Fa- 
ther. To deny this, were to aſſert a Plurality of Ou- 
ly Living and True God. If he be, what ſhould hin- 
der him from being of the ſame numerical Subſtance 
"i Father ? But we have ſaid cnough upon this 
Head. 


SECTION VL 


TXT E ſhall conclude this Chapter with making 
| a ſhort Reflection or two, upon the ſhort 
Paper the Profeſſor gave in to the Aſſembly, after 
all his Deſences. It is indeed ſmoother ſome what, 
but whether he therein recants any Thing he had 
formerly advanced, I think may be doubted ? It con- 
fiſts of three Paragraphs. 

The Firſt is as follows, viz. He owns that 
e Chriſt is Neceſſarily-exiſtent in the common and 
« ordinary Senſe of the Word, as it ſignifies an 
< Impoſſibility not to have been, which is one of 
© the Eſſential Perie&ions of the Divine Nature, 
“e that are equally common to all the Three Per- 
« fong;” 

Now here we obſerve, he ſays not abſolutely im- 
poſlible not to have been, for he himſelt told before, 
there were diverſe Senſes of this Phraſe. 2dly, *Tis | 
trve this ſcems to be taken off by his making this 
- Neceſſary exiftence an eſſential Perfection of the God- 
head; but then he tells us not, whether Neceſſarily- 
exiſtent may not alſo be taken in a Senſe that includes 
the Father's perſonal Property, which Diſtin&ion he 

oftner than once uſed, viz in his Letter and Defen- 
ces; fo that he ſays no more than he ſaid before. 
| He denies not but that Neceſſary- exiſſence may be 


Mill and Powe r. 


6 


) 
taken fo as to include the 1 Pr of the 


Father. 3dly, He does not tell whether the Subject 
of that and other Divine Perſections, be one and 


the ſame, or different. 


Indeed he denies he ſaid ſo; but, if candidly, any 
may judge; for does he not deny them to be one in 
Subſtance numerically? And if fo, they muſt be more 
in Subſtance numerically, there is no Midſt ; and 
therefore the Subject of theſe Perfections, according 
to him, muſt needs be different. And is it not alſo 
clear from his citing Zanchius, Page 39. of the 
Printed Caſe, ſaying that the three Perſons are three 
Subſtances ; from which tis plain he judgeth that 
the three Perſons are three diſtin& Subſtances: So 
that tis plain that, according to him, the Subject of 
theſe Infinite Perfections is different, not numeri- 
cally the ſame, _ Es 3 

The Second Paragraph is, That Independency 
is to be affirmed of the Son, as it ſignifies an Eſſen- 
« tial Perfection of his Divine Nature, which is equal- 
ce ly common to all the three Perſons of the Trinity.“ 

| Here we remark as formerly, that he tells not whe- 
ther Independency may not alſo be taken in a Senſe 
including the Father's Property, and ſo in that 
Meaning not agreeing to the Son, to which Diſ- 
tinction he {till recurs as an Aſylum. 2dly, He 
fays they are equally common, but ſays not the 
Eſſential Perfections are the very ſame in all the 
three Perſons of the God-head ; for the Properties of 
the humane Nature are common to Peter and ahn, 
yet they are not the very ſame numerically. The 


Reaſon of this Remark is, becauſe he ſaid in open 


Aſſembly, that he did not think that the three Per- 
ſons in the God-head had the ſame Underſtanding 


R 2 — 


We 3 : | 
birdy, He fays, © That 8 P:rſons of the 
&« 'Triniry are of one Subſtance in Numbe» not taken 
« in ſuch a Senſe as the Phraſe in common Uſe 
« js apply'd to the Creature, which reſtricts it to 
« one Pcrion, but in a Senſe importing the ſtricteſt 
« Unity of the Gedacad.” | 
Here, firſt, we obſcrve, There were never an 
found Divines, that by their being one Subſtance 


numerically, underſtood it of their being bur one | 


Perſon; no Body underſtands it otherwiſe, than 
vita Reference to the Divine Nature or Effence, 
which is numerically the ſame in all the Three Per- 
ſons ; fo that I ſee no Neceſſity for this Caution. 
_ 2dly, He faid before that they were neither One as 
to their Subſtance, numerically or ſpecifically, which 


gives Ground to queſtion the Senſe of his Conceſſion, | 


when he ſays they are of one Subſtance in Number, 
viz. Whether they be of One Subſtance, * becauſe 
of their intimate Union together, or it every Per- 
ſon of the Godhead, have the very fame numerical 
and individual Subſtance, fo as the Subſtance of the 
Father is not numerically diſtin& from'the Subſtance 
of the Sen. 3dly, One Subſtance in Number is ap- 
plied to Things that are not Perſons, ſo the Soul ſe- 
parated irom the Body is numerically One Subſtance, 
ct not a Perſon ; ſo a Stone is one Subſtance nume- 
rically. 4thly, When Peter, e. g. is ſaid to be one 
Subſtance numelically, in oppoſition to two Subſtan- 
ces, tis underſtood in regard of his human Nature, 
and in that very Senſe, the Three Perſons in the 
' Godhead, or ene Subſtance numerically, in oppoſi- 
tion to more Subſtances in Number, tis ſo one, chat 


tis not Three in Number, nor divided into Parts, 
- being myſt fimple and uncompounded. Again, 
When Peter is ſaid to be one Subſtance numerically ; 
K 0 8 73 1 the 


Aſſembly did this Way, as to 


( 69 

the Meaning i is, either cher he is one Subſtance uu- 
merically, in oppoſition to being two or three Sub- 
ſtances in Number, and in that Senſe the Divine 
Subſtance or Eſſence is certainly one humericalh. If 
that be his Mcaning, *tis what formerly in expreſs 
Words he denied; fo that here he hath not ſuffici- 
ently explained himſ:1f: Or the Mcaning is, Peter is 
* Subſtance numerically, i. e. his Sb Rok 9125 

umerical$ tance is not common to another; if that 
be his Meaning, then the Divine Subſtance or Na- 
ture is ſo one umericalhy, as it cannot be common 
to more Pu ſons than one. But this Is groſs. and plain- 
ly appropriates the Divine Nature or Subſtance to 
the Father. Or, if the Meaning be Peter is one 
Perſon numerically, then he contounds being one 
P:rſon numerically and being one Subſtance hume- 
rically, but as one Subſtance and one Perſon differ; 
ſo he cannot but know when the Three Perſons arc 
ſaid to be one Subllance numerically, tis mean'd of 
the Divine Nature or Eſſence, abſtracting from their 
perſonal Properties: So that here he fays no more 
than what he ſaid formerly, and adheres to his for- 
mer Diſtinction. 

To conclude, The Eyes of the Church of Scotlaud, 
eſpecially of the Friends of Truth ; the Eyes of the 
Non-ſubſcribers in England and Ireland, are upon 
this enſuing Aſſembly, to ſee to what Ifuc they ſhall 
bring this important Affair. What the laſt Veneribl 
the length they came 
in that important Affair, hath been very refreſhing 
to all who are hearty Friends to the Doctrine of this 
Church, and no leſs grating to others, who are ſe- 
cretl leavened with Error. 
| if ey ſhall diſmiſs him with a Cenſure, leſs than 
Depoſition from the Profefſor's Chair, after ſuch Er- 

E 3 rors 


N 3 

rors have been vented by him, for which the late Af- 
ſembly ſaw Ground to —_— him till the next Aſ- 
ſembly, and which were ſufficient Grounds for de- 
poſing him, had it not been that the Proceſs was 
n by the laſt Aſſembly; I ſay, if this 
Ruin be under our Hand, how will this ſadden the 

Hearts of the Godly in the Land > What a ſadProg- 
noſtick will it be of an Inundation of damnable Er- 
rors breaking in upon this poor Church like a Flood? 
How will it embolden the Hearts and ſtrengthen the 
Hands of the Non-ſubſcribers in England and Ire- 
land ? Yea how will many among our ſelves, who 
are ſecretly tainted with theſe Errors, and are lurk- 
ing under Deck, appear openly and boidly above 
Board > Our Fathers have with much contending 
and wreſtling handed down to us pure Doctrine, ſo 
that the Doctrine of this Church hath been hitherto 
kecped pure. How threatening an Omen will it be to 
this poor Church, if he ſhall be ſuffered to continue to 
teach, and ſo ſtil} to corrupt a young Miniſtry > But 
this, I ſay, with all due Deference and Submiſſion 
to this Aſſembly, Yea, I pray and would fain hope, 
that the Lord of his Mercy will ſo guide this en- 
ſuing Aſſembly, that they ſhall imitate the former 
Aſſembly in their Zeal for Truth, particularly the 
Fundamental Truth of the Doctrine of the ever glo- 
rious Trinity, ſo as Truth ſhall be vindicated and e- 
ſtabliſhed, Errors be condemned and difcouraged, 
ſuch as are ſecretly leavened with Errors, diſappoint- 
ed and aſhamed, and the Hearts of the Lovers of 
Zion be refreſned, and their Hands ſtrengthned. 
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3 he Three Queries conſidered, 


He Publiſher of the Caſe of Mr. John Simſon, 
Profeflor of Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſ- 


Co, was pleaſed to publith alſo ſomething advan- 


ced by Mr. M Claren in open Aſſembly, and there- 
upon acts the Part of a Queriſt, by propoſing Three 
Queries to Mr. M Claren; which he humbly deſires 
he may be obliged to anſwer. | | 
The Queriſt, as I underſtand, is Mr. Robey? 


Stewart, who had the main Hand in inſerting theſe 


Queries in the Caſe. I ſhall Ft ſet down the 
whole that relates to Mr. M Claren. And, zy, 
Conſider it. | 


QUERIES. 
“The Reverend Mr. M Claren, having aſſerted 


„ more than once in the General Aſſembly, that 


* the Three Perſons of the bleſſed Trinity are as 
e equal as to their perſonal Properties, as in their eſ- 
ce ſential Properties or Perfections; It is 

© and carneſtly defired, for the Inſtruction and E- 
* dification of all good Chriſtians in this Church, 
© and for the clearing and vind icating of the Truth 


'« of this fundamental Article of the Chriſtian Re- 


ce ligion, that he be obliged to anſwer the follow- 
« ing Queſtions, ſeeing this Opinion tends to ren- 
« der Men dark and uncertain as to what they 
ce ought to believe concerning the Father's being 


of Nene, neither begotten nor procceding, and 


E 4 ; (e the 


0 
cet the Son's being eternally begotten of the Father, 
« and the Holy Ghoſt's eternally proceeding from 
© the Father and the Son 
Queritur 1mo, ¶ bet her the Son and the Holy 
Ghoſt be equally of mw, neither begotten nor pro- 
ceeding as he Father? 
2do, Whether the Father be not begotten as truly 
& the Son Aud whether he procee not from the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, as by Holy Ghoſt proceeds - 
the Father and the Sou ? 
. 3tio, M het her theſe Three Perſons equall 
None, neither kegotten nor proceeding, be uot 4 
70ds. + 
In Anſwer to which, in general, Mr. MClaren 
daclares he is ready to anſwer to any Church Ju- 
dicatory, who ſhall be pleaſed to call him to 
anſwer. for what he advanced in open  Aſſeml 
and aſſures the Queriſt he ſhall be ready to revc 
what is here charged upon him (errare poſſum, 
Heriticus efſe nolo) upon due Conviction. 
2do, If the ut had pleaſed he might have 
: publithed: what {ſeveral other Members advanced in 
open Aſſembly, as particularly the Compariſon a 
certain Member uſed when ſpeaking in Defence of 


the Profeſſor, which the King's Commiſſioucr high- * 


ly reſented, and for which he was rebyked in open 
Acembiy; as alſo what the Profeſſor delivered in 
ene of his Diſcourſes in open Aſſembly, viz. 7 bat 
' be did not think that the. Perſons in the Godhead 
 4gere equal as to their perſonal Properties, and that 
be. 04 not think that the Divine Eſſence was. oye 
- numerically, and that be did not think they bad the 
«fame Underanding, Will and Power, which a gregt 
many Members ſtill remember. 

3040, "Tis poſlible Mr. Maou mig baſe 5 
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; tered ſome Things not ſo well guarded, as perhaps 
\ | athers might do allo; yet it ſeems not fo candid 

to expoſe a Man to Publick for that. But that 
* he pleads not, but owns what is here charged u- 
5 pon him as erroneous, and thinks there is no Er- 

vor in it, but ſound Truth, and apprehends the 
5 Quexiſt hath expoſed himſelf more than Mr. M Cla- 
* | men. He remembers a Bit of a Paper was handed 
about among the Members of Aſſembly, contain- 
ing theſe three Queries; but he was adviſcd by ſe- 
weral Miniſters to take no Notice thereof, as not 
Ning worth his While. Bur now ſince the Querift 
kath been pleaſed, to publiſh, them with the Caſe, 
; | be looks upon himſelf obliged to conſider them. 
- Mate particularly I with he had been pleaſed to 
) fhew the Force ot the Conſequence, how theſe three 


abſurd and abominable Errors follow from the 


e Three Perſons of the Godhead being equal as to 
> | their perſonal Properties, which the Queriſt hath 
not been pleaſed to do. I do not look upon this as 
: Har of: his Mathematical Demonſtrations 
1 | -- For 2dly, The Nuillity et the Conſequence is 
I oh us, for ſince all found Proteſtants own that 
f | the perſonal Properties are diſtinct from the Divine 
-  Kfſence, and diſtin” one from another (even as 
1 | -they ſay, aute mentis operationem, though none 
1 gan tell what that Diſtinction is, but we muſt be- 
t hieve it, if ws would preſerve this fundamental 
3 | octrine intire) how it follows, ſince they are 
# | Teally diſtinct one from another, that if they be 
equal, 4 e. none more glorious than another, that 
e 8 the perſonal Properties may be indifferent. 
t aſcribed to all the Three Perſons o the Godhead, 


* 85'rhe... Queriſt, wichour any Shew of Reaſon alle 
«th, is haf 1 do not ſee, not docs the Querst 


4 


ſhow how it follows, nor * this to be wiſe above 
what is written,lince here the 7s not the 70 ert, 
is only aſſerted, and muſt be maintained, it we 
would prefcrve this momentuous Doctrine pure. 
3aly, T have been thinking, what could give any 
Shadow for ſuch vile Interences ; becanſe the Que- 
riſt hath not been pleaſed to ſhew how they follow, 
and can find none, but what may be drawn irom 
the eſſential Attributes, viæ. The eſſential Attri- 
butes are the ſame with the Divine Subſtance or Eſ- 
ſence, and equally affirmed of every Perſon in the 
Godhead, as Omniſcience, Ubiquity and Omni- 
potence, c. And therefore if they be equal alſo as 
to their perſonal Properties, as well as to their eſſen- 
tial Properties, therefore the perſonal Properties 
may be indifferently affirmed of every Perſon in 
the Godhead, as is alledged in the Queries. 
But what Way this tollows,is what I cannot ſee, 
for the eſſential Properties being confeſſedly the 
ſame with the Divine Eſſence or Subſtance, and all 
the "Three Pcrſons of the glorious Triniry being One 
and the ſame only true God, who is but One nu- 
merically ; therefore the eſſential Properties are and 
mult be affirmed of every one of the 1 hree Perſons, 
even as every one of them is affirmed to be the 
true God ; whereas the perſonal Properties are both 
diſtia&t from the Divine Eſſence, and diſtin& one 
from the other, ſo that one of them cannot be af- 
\ firmed of the other. How then from their being 
equal, or rather the ſame as to their eſſential Pro- 
perties, and theſe being affirmed of every Perſon 
in the glorious Godhead, it follows, that it they 
be equal as to their perſonal Properties, that there- 
fore the Properties may be indifferently affirmed of 
every one of them, is what I cannot apprehend ; = 
En a 


, 75 | 
albeit equal, they are really ditin& one from ano- 
ther, though in this preſent State, tis above the 
Conception of our dark and weak Underſtandings. 

This Objection looks very like the Language of 
an Arian ; for ſay they, It the Father and the Son 
be the ſame God, then the Father is the Son, and 
the Son the Father. Now there is a fairer Shew 
for this Objection from their being the ſame God, 
though yet no Ground at all tor it, than there is 
for his abſurd Conſequence ; for the perſonal Pro- 
perties, though equally glorious, yet are really di- 
ſtinct every one from the other. Tis a weak Rea- 
ſoning to infer that Things are the ſame, becauſe 
equal. 

ow that the Three Perſons in the Godhead are 
ual as to their perſonal Properties, as well as their 
e//ential Properties, we ſhall through Grace endea- 
vour to confirm, firft, from Scripture, 2dly, from 
the Confe/ion of Faith and Catechiſms, 3dly, from 
the Analogy ot Faith. 
In general, Since ever I underſtood any Thing 
of Divinity, I did think, and have heard it as our 


common Doctrine on this Head, that among the 


Perſons of the ever bleſſed Trinity, there is indeed 
a Diſtinction and Order ot ſubſiſting, yet without 


any Inferiority or Subordination of one Perſon to 


— 


another. But now according to the Queriſt, it 
ſeems our common Doctrine is, that there is not 
only a Diſtinction amongſt the Perſons in the God- 


head, ber alſo an Ineq ality, Interiority and Sub- 


ordination; for how they can be without Inequa- 
lity and Subordinat ion one to another, if they be 
unequal as to their perſenal Properties, is not eaſy 
to conceive, It ſeems though an indifferently old 


Mi- 
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Miniſter, yet 1 have never taken, up our common 

Doctrine upon that Head. 
Firſt, I ſhall labour to confirm it from Scripture, 
and firſt from Zach. 13. where he is. called the Fa- 
ther's Equal, Awake O Sword, &c. How he can 
be the Father's Equal, it he be unequal as to his 
ſonal Properties, is what I want-to have explain- 
ed; for here tis affirmed. of the Perſon of the Son, 
and that abſolutely, that he 1 is the Father's Equal. 
2aly, Tis plain rom Fo. xiv, 10, 11 =--That the Ear 
ther is in me, and I in ibe Father, &c. Where notice, 
Firſt, Is held forth the intimate Union betwixt the 
Father and Son, called by Divines $4T5p:Xopugry- 
2adly, Notwithſtanding of this the Diſt inction of 
the Father and the Son one from the other. 34ly, 
A perfect Equality as to their Perſons, as the Father 
and the Son, for the Father is ſaid to be i in the 
Son, and the Son in the Father, waich, as it points 
out a perfect Equality betwixt them, is ſpoken with 
Reference to their Perſons, as the Father and the 
Son, _ ſo muſt be equal as to ir perſonal Pro- 


4 Tis plain from Philip. ii. 6. Who being in 
the Form of God, thought it not Robbery to be e- 
qual with God, Where firſt notice, His bcing real- 
ly the true and living God is held — while 
tis ſaid, he was in the Form of God, which points 
our this; as his being found in the Faſhion of a Man, 
points out that he was truly Man. 2dly Notice, 
he is ſaid to have thought it uo *Robbery to be equal 
with God; here the Word God is not taken eſſent i- 
ally, but perſoually for the Bron > # 5 is 8 ; for 
that is implied in his be in the 
Form of God. And further * - Hua 
God bath highly 4 lim, &c. For the by 
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) God ſometimès points out the Father, ſometimes the 
| Son is called God, and ſometimes the Holy Ghoſt, 
as were eaſy to ſhow ; fo that the Perfon of the 
Son is faid to be equal to the Father. How this 
can be, it the Son be unequal to the Father, in 
regard of his perſonal Property, any may judge? 
 44thly, "Tis clear from Heb. i. v. 2. Who being 
the Brightneſs of his, i. e. the Father's Glory, and 
the exprejs Image of his Perſon ; where the firſt plainly 
proves his Divine Nature, the ſecond proves his perfe& 
Equality to the Father's Perſon, as well as his Likeneſs 
e to and D iſt inction from him, while he is called the 
Fo expreſs Image of bis Father's Perſon. His being God 
f is not only meaned here, tho it be imply'd, for that 
þ is expreſſed in the former Clauſe, but alſo his E- 
iy quality to the Father as the Father, for otherwiſc 

how could he be called the expreſs Image of his Per- 
4 ſon unleſs we degrade him into the Rank of Crea- 

"tures. : 
e 2dly, We prove it from the Confeſſion of Faith and 
- Catechiſms Chap. 2. 3. In the Unity of the God- 

head there be three Perſons of oneSubſtance, Power 
7 and Eternity; and Larger Catechiſm, where it 
* is ſaid, There be three Perſons in the Godhead, the 
1 Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three are 
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e cone eternal God, the ſame in Suſtance, equal in 
8 _ © Power and Glory, tho' diſtinguiſhed by their per- 
, ©: fonal Properties; ſo we have it in Leſſer Catechiſm. 
2 Where it is to be noticed, that tho* they be ſaid 


1 to be" diſtinguiſhed as to their Perſonal Properties, 

- | yer-no Hint of any Inequality in that r-ſpect. 200), 

r Theſe three are ſaid to be one God. the ſame in Sub- 

e | ſtance, which ſhews their Eq ality as to their eſſen- 

e | tial Properties cr rather Sameneſs. as being one and 

che fame God; and that numerically. + 34/y, Theſe 
24 ꝗ— 
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three Perſons are ſaid 8 b. equal in Power and 
Glory, where they are ſaid without any Limitation to be 
equal in Glory, and therefore muſt be equal in reſpect of 
perſonal as well as in reſpect of eſſential Glory, for all 
the threc Perſons are ſaid to be equal in Glory. Now if 
the perſonal Glory of the Son, as the Son, or the 
ſecond Perſin in the Godhead, be not equal to the 
perſonal Glory of the Fath.r, how can theſe Perſons 
be ſaid to be equal in Glory ? It is but an E- 
quality in Part, not an abſolute Equality; which is 
plainly contrary to our Confeſſiun and Catechiſms, 


and really upon the Matter, undermines that fun- 
damental Doctrine. 


| percewe that the Queriſt and Profeſſor Simſon 


do found the Son's Incquality as to his perſonal Pro- 
perty. v.. to the E ather, upon theſe Expreſſions in the 
Confeſſion of Faith Chap. 2. $ 3. where the Father 
is laid to be of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, 
and theSon ĩs {aid to be eternally begotten of the Father. 
But. firſt, That can no Way contrad ict what is ſaid 

in the ſame Paragraph where they are ſaid to be e- 
qual in Power and Eternity, and in the Catechiſms 
they are ſaid to be equal in Power and Glory, un- 
leſs we make the Confeſſion of Faith contradict it 
ſelf. 2dly, Theſe Expreſſions, as is plain, point out 
only their Diſtincton, and Order of Subſiſtence, with- 
out any Inequality ot any Sort; till now I never heard 
of ſuch a Gloſs put upon theſe Words. 3dly, Theſe 
Expreſſions that the Father is of None, neither be- 
gotten nor proceeding, and that the Son is eternally 
begotten of the Father, are plainly borrowed, from 
ſomething in the Creatures; as is plain, while the 
Father is ſaid to beget the Son, Oc. And this holds 
in God's being called a Spirit, in his being ſaid to 
be every where, to be Eternal. Now it is an 
e 
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Rule in Divinity, that when ſuch Expreſſions are 
applyed to God, we are to underſtand theſe Words 
ſo as to remove all the Imperie&icns that are im- 
ported in them when applied to the Creatures; ſo 
when God is ſaid to be a Spirit, we muſt not 
think God to be a Wind as the Word both in the 
Latin, Greek, and Hebrew ſignifies : So when God 
is ſaid to be every where, or to fill Heaven and 
Earth, we muſt beware of aſcribing to God, the 
Notion of Extenſion, which is peculiar to Mat- 
ter, and implies Diviſibility: So when the Father 
is faid to be of None, nor to be begotten, and the Son 
is ſaid to be of the Father and to be begotten, c. 
we are caretully to beware of conceving theſe Im- 
perfections to be in them, as when apply'd to 
Creatures, which is the Ground of aſſerting the 
Inequality of the Son's perſonal Property in regard 
of the Father's perſonal Property; for with the ſame 
Force of Reaſon Arians inter, that the Son is po- 
ſterior in Order of Time to the Father, and ſo is a 
Creature or inferior God, for the Expreſſions being 
of None, neither begotten,and the Son's being of the 
Father, Sc. will equally allow the one Inference 
as well as the other, as 1s plain and obvious. 

3dh, We ſhall confirm this Point from the An- 
nalogy of Faith and Scriptural Reaſon. Firft, They 
muſt therefore be Equal, as to their Perſona), 4s 
well as eſſential Properties. Fir, Tis owned, 


there is but one only the Living and True God, 


and that every one of the Perſons is that Living 
and True God, and ſo one and the ſame God. 
How now they can be the ſame only Living and 
True God, and yet Unequal as to their Perſonal 
Properties, ſeems hard ro Conceive? For ſo 

there ſhould be Supetioriiy and Infcrio- 


city 


Lo 

rity among the Perſons that are the ſame only 
Liviog and True God. | | 
24h) Becauſe all the Perſonal Properties ate Equal- 

„Naturally, Necefſarily and from Eternity in the 

d head, 10 to ſpeak, cxurging in the God-head, 
though no Living can concewe how. Let the 
Tring is Certain, the three Ways of ſubſiſting 
were trom Erernity, as well as the Divine Nature; 
how being fo, there can be no Inequality a- 
monꝑgſt them; tis inconſiſtent with their being 
in the Godbead from Eternity; chere is an Order 
but no Inequality, otherwrſe one might aſſert an 
Ine quality among the eſſential Properties; for 
there is an Order among them; Divine Power 
ſuppoſeth his Will, and that his Wiſdom and 
Knowledge, and all of them ſuppoſe Self-ex- 


3dly, Becauſe the Son is to be honoured and 
worſhipped with the ſame Kind and Degree of 
Divine Worſbip, where with the Father io wor- 
ſhipped, as is Plain from John v. 23. and John 
Xiv. Y 1. and I hope no {ound Proteſtant will de- 
ny this. Now if the Son be unequal to the Fa- 


ther, as to his Perſonal Property, and the Glo- 


ry of the Father's Perfonal Property be more 
glorious than the Perſonal Property of the Son, 
tis hard to conceive how the Son is to be 
worſhipped with the ſame Kind and Degree of 
Worſhip wherewith the Father is Ee . 
for lure the greater Degree of Worfhip is due to 
him who is ſuperior to the other in Glory, as 
muſt be if the Son be unequal to che Father in re- 
gard of his Perſonal Propertg. 
4#hly, 1 deſi e to know, wherein the Perſonal 
Freprity of the Son is une qual to hat of daa 
| | | thet 
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thet. Is it becauſe tis leſs 2 to be of the 
Father and begotten from Eternity, than to be 
of None and to beget the Son from Erernity ? It fo 
then one Perſon in the God head is more glorious 
than another, and ſo they are nor Equal in Glory. 
But there can be no Inequality this Way, a 
all the three p erſonal Properties were from Etetnity, 
and were neceſlarly in the Godhead, and the Son 
is as vegans” begotten of the Father, as the Fa- 
ther is neceſſarily of no other Perſons, for the 
Father's begetting the Son is not an A& of his 
meer Free · will; theſe three Ways of ſubſiſting being 
equally, neceſſatly and from Eternity in the God- 
head. Or is it becauſe to be of the Father and to 
be begotten implies Dependence and Poſteriority 
in regard of Time; but neither Mr. Simſon nor 
any of his Admiters have yet had the Courage 


to aſſert this openly, though one would think it 


lyes at the Bottom of their Stomach cg. 
Sthly, If the Son's Perſonal Property be une- 
qual co the Father's Perſonal Property, becauſe 
the Son is of the Father and begorten by him, 
for the ſame Reaſon, the Holy Ghoſt muſt be 
Unequal to the Son, in regard of his Perſonal 
Property, for he proceeds from the Son as well 
as trom the Father ;ſo that here the Son is unequal 
to the Father in regard of his Perſonal Property. 
There is one Degree ot Inferiority; the Holy Ghoſt 
proceeds not only from the Father, but from che 
Son alſo, here is a greater a$ well as avother 
Degree of Inferiority, for the Holy Gholt procced- 


ing from the Son, | muſt in that Reſpe& be not 


only une qual to the Son, and inferior, but alſo 


more unc qual to the Father than the Son, as pray 


$ Fer. 
fonal 


reſpeci Une quakto the Father, 1 could not believe 


l 


bal Property is unequal to the Father. What 


{ad Work dots this make. 
 Gthly, 1 wouid a:k if Inequality, as far as it 
goes docs not infer Inferiori.y? I ſhould thirk 
none could deny this, It ſo, T wor'd know if one of 
the Perions in tle God-head be Interior to 
2r other? | with they would {peak theur Minds 
frecly. 

7thly If the Son be uncqual to the Fa her as 
to his Perſona! Property, then he cannot be the 
ovuly living true and ſupreme God tor as there is 
but ont only Living and True God, fo the Noi ion 
ot that only Irving and True God Includes ablolute 
Supremacy, and the higheſt Glory, to which hothng 


can be Superior, as common Senſe and found 


Reaſon dictates. Now it the Son be une qual to the 
Father as to his Perſonal Property or Manner of 
Subfiltence then this Nocion ot rhe o Living 
and True God cannot agree to the Sch, becauſe 
there is another Divine Perſon, ws. The Father 
to whom he is not Equal in every Thing, viz. m 
his Perſonal Glory: So that either the Son muſt 
be cqual to the Father in regard ot his Perſonal 
as well as Efſevtral Glory, or elſe he is not the 


Sal Living and True God, viz the ſame God 
Wt 


th the Father, but an Jaferior and uordinate 
ird of God. I would think this to be pret- 


ty Plain. 


* " 7 oft, Since all the Eſſential Perfe & ions areaf- | 


* 


fi med of every one of the Fertons of the God- 


Hend, as Self exifterce, Independency, Self ſufficiency c c. 
*how can the don be ſaid o be Self exr/tent, &c. if 
he be Unequal as to his Perſona! Glory? 


For my ownPart, If T thought the Sowto be in any 


him 
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him to be God at all, ye I would go in to the 
whole of Profeſſor Simſon's D. ctrine, that the Son 
is only the Supreme God cum grano ſalis, that Self- 
ex ſtence is the Perional Propetty of the Faiher, that 
tus Father is the only true God in a Senſe not ap- 
plicablc to the Son, that che Son is not indepen» 
dent and Neceſſary-exiſt-ut & For he builds his 
woe Doatiun.c on this Head, upon the Son's Ine- 
quality to the Fathet as to his Perſonal Property 
as upon a Corner Stone; and indeed it flows na- 
tively trom it, fo that it this hold, then | would 
certainly think, that the late General Aſſembly 
was much in the Hong in Condemning his 
Doct ine, as | hear too many among us do, which 
fays Arian Doctrine is creeping in upon us. 

I {halt in the next place ſubjoin ſome Telſtimo- 
nies : and the F. is our of Pareus upon 
U fin Page 130. de Deo, where, though he ſays, 
that the Father is 44 fous Divinitatis, as it were 
the Fountain of the Deicy, (which Expreſſion 
Markius in his Medulla thinks harſh and dangerous, 
and had Proteflor Simſon gone no further, perhaps 
he might have been borne with) yer in the ſame 
Paragraph he ſays, tamen Pater, Filio & ſpiritu 
ſancto, &C. i e. yet the Father is not betore the 
Son in Time, but only in Order ot ſubſiſt ing; for 
ſays he None of the Perſons are before or after 
one another in regard ot Time. Dignity or De- 
gree, but only in R<(pet of Order, c where 
you ſee he denies all Inequality among the Perſons 
of the Godhead. 

2dly, Turretine in his common places, Loco tertio 
Chap. 25 f 2. where he hath theſe Words, Nec 
proprietates quibus inter ſe diſtinguntur. diſpares gra- 


dus conſlituunt, licet ordinem earum defiguent, ut pote 


divei ſi 
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diuerſi modi fubſlent, &c. i. e. for neither the Pro: 
perties whereby they are diſtinguiſhed, do make 
different Degrees (that is no lvequality) although 
they point out an Order, as heing different Ways 
ol fubſilting, &c 
And Chap 28 f 11, Where prov ing Chriſt's Deity 
from Philip 2 6. he ſays eft equalis Patri tum quoad 
naturam quia idem eft cum Pat, e, tum quoad perſonam, 
quia ejus eſt profectiſſima imago, tum quoad ſtatum, 
uia eadem gloria ab eteruo fruebatur, &c. i. e the 
* is equal to the Father both as to his Nature, 
as being the ſame with the Father, as alſo as to 
his Perſon, being his moſt perfect Image, and al- 
ſo as to his State, having had the ſame Glor 
wirh im from Eternity, Ce. Where he makes the 
Son «qual as to his Perſon, as well as his Divine 
Nature, which could not be it the Son were 
unequal to the Father as to his perſonal Pro- 
erty. 
F * We ſhall adduce two or three Teſtimonies 
out ot the Syntagma Confeſſionum, and fir ſt fr om 
what is prefixed to the part cular Confeſſions, 
called Conteſſio & Expoſitio brevis & fimplex ſincere 
Religonis Chriſtianæ, where Cap 3d De unit ate, 
Page 4th, after aflerting that there is one God 
and thrice Perſons in the Godhead, it hath theſe 
Words, Sunt tres non quidem Dei, ſed tres Perſona = 
Conſulſtantiales, Coeterng, Coequales, & c. That is, 
there are Three, not Gods, but three Perſons, 
Conſubſtantial, Coeternal, Coequal, diſtin as to 
their Hypoſtaſes or Manner of ſubſiſting, and in 
Order one before the other, yet without any 
Ine quality; where their Equality as to their Perſc. 
nal, as well as their eſlential Properties, is 
elcarly aſſerted. e 
. 244% The 
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Quetiſt, or any for kia to anſwer, 
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24% The. Gallicen Conteſſion, Page 78. Se, 6rhs 
Where afcer having aſſerted, Thac in the ſingular 
and moſt ſimple Divine Eſſence there are Three 
Pcrions, &c. We have theſe Words, quæ tres Perſo- 
ze, &c. that is to ſay, Which Tarce Perloas are 
not contounded one with another, but diltinct ; yet 
not ſeparated, but Co-eflential, Co- eternal, Co- 
equal, for could they be ſaid to be Co equal, if the 
Son were une qual to the Father, as to his Perſon- 
al Glory. 
 3dly, We name the Englih Confeſſion as cited 
there, publiſhed Au 1562, where Page 89. of 
corpus confeſſionum it iavs, Credimus unam quandam 
naturam & vim divinam, quam appellamus Deum, 
eamque in tres Perſonas equales diſtinctum eſſe, vn. 
Patrem Filium & SpiritumSanttum, ejuſdem majeſta- 
tis &c. i. e. We believe chat chere is one certain 


Nature or Divine Power, which we call God, diſ- 


tinguiſhed into three equal Perſons of the ſame 
Majeſty, Eternity, &c. How the Perſons could be 
ſaid to be <qual, if the Son be unequal to the Fa- 
ther in his Perſonal Glory, any may judge. 

4thly, We ſhall add what the Synod of Dore 
hath upon his Head Article 855 Page 130. Inte- 
rim pe/ ſonæ illæ ita diſiindæ non ſunt diviſe, neque in- 
ter ſe confuſe, aut permixtæ &. quia tres in una ea- 
demque eſſentia & eternuate ſunt equales ; mhil hic 
prius eſt aut poſterius, that is to ay, Theſs Three 
Perions in one and the ſame Eſſence are equal in 
Eternity; nothing here ficit oc hindmoſt. So -hat 
here the perfect Equality of the Perſons in the 
Godhead is plainly aſſerted, and the other Con- 
feſſions are to the ſame Purpoſe. 5 
I ſhall conclude conſidering theſe Queries, by al- 
ſo propoũng ſome Qieries, which I deſire the 


Quer - 
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Quer 1mo. If he who Fonoureth not the Son, can 
be 14 to honour the Father? Jubn5. 23 He who 
bonoureth not the don, hunoureth not the Father who 
hath ſeat him 3 

Quer. 2do, If the Son be not to be honoured 
wich the lame equal Honour wherewith the Fa- 
ther is honoured ? John 5 23. That ail Men 

Id honour the on even as they honour the Father. 

Quer 3tio, It ſuch honuur the Son with the 
ſame <cquai Honour wherewith they honour the 
Father, who make Self exiſtence the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Farher, and lo deny it of the Son 
who make the Father the ſupreme God abſolutely, 
and in an unlimited Senſe, and the Son to be the 
ſupreme God only in a limited Senſe, and cum grano ſa- 
tis? | 

470, If therefore ſuch can be ſaid ro honour the 
Son, fince they honour him not even as they ho- 
nour the Father? 

Again, Quer. imo, If he who denies an eſſential 
Attribute of the Godhead to belong ro the don, 
does not upon the Matter deny him to be God ? 

Quer. 2do It Self exiſtence, in the negative Senſe, 


| be not an eſlential Property of the Godhead ? l (up- 


poſe this was never doubted of in this Church 
till now, however ſome Engliſh Arminian Divines 
deny it? 

Quer. 3 tio. If the moſt perte& Kind of Exiſtence 

be not an eſſentia]l Attribute of the Godhead, and 
conſequently it Self ExifFence be not the moſt per- 
fea K nd of Exutence poſſible ? 
Quer. 4te, If therefore they who denySelf Exii7- 
ence .o belong to the Son, as being the Faiher's per» 
ſonal Property, do not deny an eſſential Property 
of the Gadhead to belong to the Sun, and ſo upon 
the Matter deny him to be God? 11 t; 
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Laſtly. Quer. 110, It ne who makes three Gods. 
be not a Tritheiſt? | 

Quer 2do, It che Divine Eſſence or Subſtance 
and Gd ef- urially confidered be not thevery fame? 
To deny this were grols. 

Quer. 3tio Ii the Three Perſons in the God- 
hes have not the very ſame numerical Subſtance, 
there muſt not conſequently be more Subitances 
in Number, i e. Thrcc diſtinct $ubltances, accor- 
ding ro the Number of Perſons in the God head? 

Quer. 4to, It according to Profeflor *imſon it 
folio vs not chat there ate three Gods nummer ically 
diftin&? For according to him, thePerſuns are not 
nume icully ove as to Subſtance, and theretore they 
mau bz more as to Subltance ji. c. chree diſtinct 
Subitances; and all ſound D:vincs own that the 
Divine Subſtance is xumerically one, being the very 
ſame wich God efien:ially conſidered, and that the 
Divive Subltance is moſt ſimple and uncompound- 
ed. So that according roProf. flor Simon it folio ws 
there ate three Gods numerical iy diſtinct. The clears 
neſe of theſe Inierences, we ſubmit to crery indif- 
ferent Judgment. 
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